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Muthu Sundram

* Assistant Regional Counsel ) :
~ United States Envrronmental Protectron Agency

Region'2 ~

. 290 Broadway, 17th Floor ;
New York, New York 10007 1866

- Ré: . Shleldalloy Metalrurglcal Corporatlon Superfund Slte -
" - Newfield, New Jersey , :
CERCLA Sectron 104(e): Informatron Request L

Th1s letter confirms our e:mail exchange yesterday where1n EPA granted

' Sh1eldalloy an extension until Monday, June 11, 2007, in which to prov1de its responses
to the May- 1 2007 Sectlon 104(e) request 1 thank you again for your cooperatlon ‘

Additionally, I want to follow up.on my May 18, 2007 letter concemlng the prxor

' 'bankruptcy ‘T have obtained a copy of the docket in that matter and have rev1ewed itin-
" connection with the issue left open in niy: May 1S letter regard1ng the date of the
, Bankruptcy Court s order conﬁrmmg the settlement agreement :

Attached isa copy of relevant pages taken ﬁom the docket As can be seen ﬁom '

) the attached docket, the court ev1dently considered the “So Ordered” portion of
settlement agreement itself; i in which Judge Garrity signed the agreement on March 26,

11997, as the. confirming order. However, that confinning order was not entered on the -
docket (i.¢., the “EOD?” reference) until April 1, 1997. This can be seen from the
description of Document No. 1257 in the attached docket. In order to confirm this, I have

- ordered a copy of Document No. 1257 from the court’s archives, but 1 belieye this’
' fanalys1s to be correct. I wrll pass the document along to you when I rece1ve it.

There 1s another relevant. document that I have ordered from the docket That is

. Document No. 1111, which purports.to be an earlier order (dated February 26, 1997) by
- the court conﬁrmlng the debtors’. Chapter 11 Fourth Amended and Restated Joint Planof
. Reorganlzatron Since confirmation of the plan was an expressed cond1tron of the
* settlement-agreement (which had actually been signed by the parties earlier, although as
~ noted above confirmed by the court later) I thought it prudent.to order a copy of; this-

document from arch1ves as well I wrll also pass 1t along to’ you when I rece1ve it.

» The bottom line is that noth1ng has changed from the conclusrons about the

'bankruptcy d1scharges d1scussed in my May 18 letter except that the'date follow1ng %Q\ .

'\“f’ |
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-Muthu Sundram ,

~ Assistant Regional Counsel
‘May 25, 2007 '
Page2 -

- which EPA’s response costs were not subsumed in the ‘bankruptcy discharge appearsto = -

" have been April 1, 1997. Therefore, any EPA response costs incurred after April 1, 1997
were not discharged as to Shleldalloy but, as previously noted, all response costs ofiany

_ date have been completely d1scharged as to Metallurg ' '

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questlons or problems

VCAI_’.).’A;tfuly.yours' '
Marty&l\:\flgge
Encl. B
Cofencl.: ' David J. White, Ph.D., HSE Director, SMC .

 Hoy E. Frakes, Jr., Senior Vice President, SMC . - N
- Pamelal. Bradway, Controller, SMC ’
' David R. Smith, Env1ron_mental_ Manager,”SMC

PR\SII273\1 .-
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U.S. Trustee I'

asvpme
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U. S Bankruptcy C0urt

Southern District of New York (Manhattan)
Bankruptcy Petxtlon #: 93 44468-Jlg

Asszgned to: James L Gamty Jr.
Chapter 11
Voluntary

- Asset |

Debtor

Metallurg, Inc.
25 East 39th Street

'New York, NY 10016 ‘
‘Tax id: 13 1661467

dba _ : :
Metallurg Internatlonal Resources

) Debtor

'. Shleldalloy Metallurglcal Corporatlon

T rustee : -
The Umted States Trustee.

United States Trustee -
33 Whitehall Street
21st Floor

. New York, NY 10004 _

. (212) 668- 2255

U. S § rustee :

The United States Trustee
80 Broad Street

Third Fleor L
New York, NY 10004-2209

" (212) 668-2200 -

Interested Pdnjy_
Morris H_odkin

Interested Party .

*Fred Lonner & Co.;Inc.

https://ecf-closed.anb.uscou_rts;gov/cgi-bin/DktRpt.pl?79419604‘53_,1:0‘"50‘5-L'_’889_:\0-14 R

-....‘_

. Da..

” represented by. Marcla Goldsteln L

‘Weil, Gotshal & Manges -

767 Fifth Avenue . .
- New York, NY 10153. -
Q1Y) 310-8000

" represented by Dorla A. Stetch

.80 Broad Street -
3rd Floor

New York, NY 10004-2209

-+ (212) 668-2200 -

represented by Howard N Greenberg

" Kleinbard, Bell & Brecker
1900 Market Street -

“a s

CLOSED Lead

5/23/2007-
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" not on ﬁle at this tirne.(EOD »Date: 4/2'/97.. Doc:.No; 1260) (Entered:,O4/02/ 1997)

* OLDCASE DATABASE (NYSB) - Docket Report -~ . ragel/otist.

03/28/1997

1259

Affidavit Of Service Of [1253- ll] Proposed Order Notice of Claun and Stipulation
| -and Order allowing the claim of Dr. Gunther Duderstadt as a convenience claim (Not

on ﬁle at this time). (EOD Date: 4/2/97 Doc No: 1259) (Entered 04/02/ 1997)

03/28/1997

| 1258

Affidavit Of Serv1ce of [1254 1] Order (EOD Date: 4/2/97 Doc No 1258)
(Entered: 04/02/1997) '

03/27/1997.

1256

‘Transfer Agreement Frled Amroc Investrnents Inc ‘to Cerberus Partner, L. P. Proof

of claim #: 90 Amount $: 277, 763 85. (EOD Date: 3/28/97 Doc. No: 1256)
(Entered 03/28/1997) : o v

03/27/1997

1255

K Special Fees Paid ( Special Fee $ 33. 501 Receipt # 61220) Re: [1112-1] Order and

Notice Post Conﬁrmatlon (EOD Date 3/27/97 Doc. No 1255) (Entered -
03/27/1997) - o , ‘ ' o

03/26/1997

71257

SoOrdered St1pulatlon Signed 3/26/97, between the Debtors, The United States of
America and NJ Dept. of Environmental Protection Re: Settlement Agreement of
Envrronmental Clalms (EOD Date: 4/ 1/97 Doc. No: 1257) (Entered 04/01/ 1997)

03/26/1997

- 1254

1254) (Entered 03/27/ 1997)

Order Srgned On: 3/26/97 Grantmg [1201 1] Motlon For an Order ﬁxmg, for
distribution purposes, the identities of the holders of and allowed amounts. of proofs A
of claim numbers: 20401, . |

20402,20403,20501, 20502 20503 257,25801,25802,25803, 25804,2 5
805,25806,259,260,261,26201,26202,26203,26204,26205,26206,2 6 °
3,264,265,266,26701,26702,26703,26704,26705,26706,26801,268 0
2,26803,26804,26805,26806,29201,29202,29301,29302,29401,294 0
2,29501,29502,29603,29604,29605,29606,29609,29610,29611,296 1
2,29701,29702,29703,29704,29707,29708,29709,29710,33201,332 0

2,34501, 34502,34503,34504,34505,34506,34601,34602,34603and
34604,34605,34606,34607, 34608,34609, and 34610 (EOD Date: 3/27/97. Doc No:

03/25/1997

1245

.Amended Not1ce of Entry of Order By Debtor/Attorney We11 Gotshal & Manges of

[1244- 1] Entry of Service Notice of by Weil, Gotshal & Manges (EOD Date
3/26/97 Doc. No: 1245) (Entered 03/26/1997)

03/25/1997

1244

Notice of Entry of Order By Debtor/Attorney Weil, Gotshal & Manges Of[11 11- 1]
Chapter 11 Plan Order (EOD Date 3/26/97 Doc. No: 1244) (Entered 03/26/ 1997)

| 032511997

’ 1'243

| Debtor's RE: Stipulation and Order Reducing Proof of Claim of Hoeganaes Corp..

Not1ce of Presentrnent of Proposed Order Filed By John J Raprsardr attorney for

(Claim No. 147). Presentment date: 4/2/97 @ 12:00 noon (EOD Date: 3/26/97. Doc
No 1243) (Entered: 03/26/ 1997)

03/24/1997

1253

Notice of ,Pres_e_ntment of Proposed Order. Filed By John J. Rapis"‘ardi‘RE: Stipulation

https://ecf-closed.nysb.uscourts.gov/cgi-bin/DktRpt:pl?_794l9’604,531OSCSQL;88§_O-l 50232007
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-in Respect of Treatment of Clarms Ansrng Under Certaln Supplemental Executrve a
Retirement Plan. Presentment date 3/ 10/97 @12 OO (EOD Date 3/3/97 Doc No:
1 175) (Entered 03/03/ 1997)

| 0212611997, -} 1 14 Order Slgned On 2/26/97 RE: Settlement Agreement of Environmental Clalms and
I R Obhgatrons by and Between the Debtors and the State of Ohro (EOD Date: 2/28/97
- Doc. No: 1114) (Entered: 02/28/1997)

02/26/1997 1113 - Order Signed On: 2/26/97 Granting [1085-1] Apphcatron Flndrngs of factand
' N conclusions of law in support of order confirming the debtor's fourth amended and
" restated joint plan of reorganization dated 12/18/96 (EOD Date: 2/28/97. Doc No:
"1 l 13) (Entered 02/28/1997) ' .

:02/26/1997 11 12 Post Conﬁrmatron Order and Notice Srgned on: 2/26/97 Post Conﬁrmatron Report
o o . - Due on 4/15/97 ; Special Charges: Withih fifteen (15).days Debtor's shall submit in -

writing a request for special charges to the Clerk of the. Court. Final Decree/Case .

Closrng Due on 8/25/97 (EOD Date: 2/28/97 Doc. No 1112) (Entered 02/28/ 1997) :

. 02/26/1997 : 11 ll Order Srgned On: 2/26/97 RE: Order Confirming Chapter 11 Fourth Amended and
_ con Restated Joint Plan of Reorganrzatlon Plan (EOD Date 2/28/97 Doc No: 1111)
(Entered 02/28/ 1997) A :

02/26/ 1997 |- 1 1'_10 Order Slgued On: 2/26/97 Grantlng [1060 1] Motlon For An Order Authonzrng The |
S " Debtor's Entry Into A Certain Settlement Agreement With Cyprus Foote Mineral ‘
Company (EOD Date: 2/28/97 Doc. No 1110) (Entered 102/28/1997)

.02/26/1997° |- - 1109 | Order Signed On: 2/26/97 Granting [1043-1] Application For Allowance of Interim -

S o Compensation payment to Weil, Gotshal & Manges of $818254.10 infeesand . .
$104562.78 in expenses. payment to Deloitte & Touche, LLP 6f $375481.50 in fees -
and $8676.38 in expenses, payment to Harris & Ellsworth of $42660.00 in fees and
$2290.07 in expenses payment to Stroock & Stroock & Lavan of $96404.50 in fees
and $3528.15 in expenses, payment to Policano & Manzo of $19962.50 in fees and . -
$2870.05 in expenses Granting [1037-1] App11catron For Allowance of Interim
Compensation by Stroock.& Stroock & Lavah Grarting [1046-1] Application For
Compensation for the Period from November 1, 1996 through and including
December 31, 1996 by Harris & Ellsworth Granting [1045-1] Application For :
Compensation for the Period from September 1, 1996 through December 31, 1996
by Deloitte & Touche Granting [1036 1] Appllcatlon For Interim Compensation’ For :
Services Rendered From September 1,-1996 Through And Including December 31,
"1996. by Weil, Gotshal & Manges (EOD Date: 2/28/97 Doc. No 1109) (Entered
02/28/ 1997)

02/25/1997 | 1106 | Affidavit Of Service Of [1105- -1] Resporise by Midlantic National Bank (BOD Date:
S .| 2/26/97. Doc. No: 1106) (Entered: 02/26/1997)

02/25/1997 - | .,1_105 Response By Credrtor Mrdlantlc Natlonal Bank To [1085 -1] Applrcatron Flndrngs of
' ' A fact and conclusions of law-in support of order confirming the debtor's fourth
- amended and restated ]omt plan of reorganrzatron dated 12/ 1 8/96 by Metallurg, Inc

https://ecf -closed nysb.uscourts. gov/egi-bin/DkRpt pl7794196045310505-L,_889_0-1 --. .  5/23/2007-
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SHIELDALLOY METALLURGIGAL CVORPO“RATIQ-_N}:" ,

S . . 12:WEST.-BOULEVARD:
o _P.0: BOX 708.
NEWFIELD, NJ 083440768,

| TELEPHONE (886).662-4200

""ﬁoye'mbéré‘,ll?d;of» e e

Keith 1; McConheII _ ' oo N

Decommnssnonlng and Uranium; Reeovery anensnng Dlrectorate

Bivision of Waste:-Management:and Environmental’ Plotecnon . R
?thce ot Federal 4nd State Matenals dnd hnv1ronmental Management Programs - -

’ ucledr Regulatory: Commission

",W.asmngton D €. 20555 v

-

Re:. Response to  “Request for Adultlonal Informatlon for. Safety Review of Proposed; ;

Decommlssmnlng Plan for: Shleldalloy Metallurglcal Corporatlou, Newfleld, New Jersey”
(Lleense No.. SMB~743) . . .

‘Dear Mr McConneII

ot

‘ .Slneldalloy Metallurglcal Corporatloh (SMC) is in recelpt of your-hily '5, 2007 request for addltlonal' “

information, on- the- “Decommnssnonlng Plan for-the:Newfieid. Facility” (Report No. 94005/C-28247 Rev.
1a),-hereinafter ‘referred to as. the “DP~, The ;purpose of: this; letter is 1o’ respond ‘to ‘your requests.

‘Specitlcaliy, the enclosure fo this-letter transmnts additional information, proposcd modlﬁcatlons to Rev:

la of the DP and othercommitments: pertlnent to:your- 1nqu1nes

1

1fi-you ‘have .any -questions or if I can. pnovnde you with addltlonal 1nformatlon 1 can be reached at

) :(856)362-8680 We look: forward to: the tlmely approva] of the DP

. Davnd R. Smlth
Radiation Safety Ofﬁcer

cey :
‘wlenc.(electronic):  Eric. Jackson SMmC
' David.J. White Ph.D..- SMC- -

Robert.Haemer, Esq; --Pillsbury’ Wmthmp Shaw’ Pmman
Carol'D, Berger, CHP - lntegrated Environmemal Management In(.. o
-Jean Oliva, PE - TRC Enviionmental o . _ ’
Kenneth L. Kahnan -~ USNRC HQ : ' o :
Mark. Roberts USNRC Reglon I




" ENCLOSURE . :
Shleldalloy Metallurg1cal Corporatlon Response to the
USNRC’s Request for Add1tlonal Informatlon of July 5 2007

RAINo. 1: (Section 3.6.2) Update the data on surface water flow in the Hudson Branch at and near ©
the site to account for the impact of site decommissioning activities and other changes on this flow.
Path Forward No. Ta: SMC should update the stream flow inventory of the Hudson Branch or -

- provide a Justlﬁcatlon for why an update is not necessary

. SMC Response The stream flow 1nventory summarized in Sectlon 3 4.1.3 of Vol. 111,
Section 19.9 of the DP (Rev 1, Environmental Report or ER) was conducted at nine (9)
*locations ranging from upgradient of the site on the Hudson Branch watershed (Hudson
‘ Branch), to downstream to .the Maurice River. The studies were conducted in.
: October/N ovember of 1993 and Aprll through June 0f 1995. An update of the stream flow
inventory to reflect activities at the site is not necessary because no. s1gn1ﬁcant impacts to
the overall stream flow regime have occurred since the surface water inventory in the 1993
to 1995 time frame." As a result, the conclusions of: that study (i.e., that the Hudson Branch
" is a minor tributary of the Burnt Mill Branch and, under typical conditions; the discharge -
from SMC does not reach Burnt Mrll Pond and cannot affect cond1tlons in the Maur1ce
R1ver) stlll hold true. . - o

On-site act1v1t1es conducted since the 199371995 timie frame that had the potential to impact
surface features at the site and therefore had the potent1al to 1mpact d1scharges to the stream
included the. follow1ng

. ‘The closure of the wastewater treatment lagoons;
« . The relocation of the treated groundWater;-discharge 0utfall'
.o The d1scont1nuatlon of non -contact coollng water discharges; and

.. The demolltlon of several bu11d1ngs (most notably Bu11d1ngs D106 and D102(A))

The wastewater treatment lagoons d1d not d1scharge to the Hudson Branch so the1r closure ’

-+ did not cause any change in the facility's discharges to the stream. The little stormwater
drainage from the now-closed- and vegetated lagoon area discharges to an on-site detention.
basin, with discharge volumes from the basin controlled under the facility's NJDPES permit. -

~ Given the permit limitations, the control provided by the H-flume located at the detention

_ basin discharge point, and the storage offered by the detentlon bas1n 1mpacts on. the stream

flow would be m1n1mal ifiany. . -

S The reIocatlon of the treated groundwater d1scharge outfall resulted in the relocatlon of the -

" dischdrge point. The previous outfall location coincided with the Newfield Borough



stormwater outfall as 1nd1cated on Flgure 1-4 of the ER The new outfall locatlon (Outfall
DSN 004- -A) is indicated on Figures 12 and 1-4 of the ER. While changes in the flow

within the small section of the stream between these two points may have resulted from the -

relocation, all of the flow medsurement points characterized in‘the 1993/1995 time frame,. .
with the exception of one (located in the area between these two p01nts) were either located
upgradient or downgradient of this area and the measurements taken:-in 1993/ 1995 would

- thus hot be impacted by the relocation process. -In any event, no significant impacts on the™’

surface- water inventory would have resulted from the relocatlon of the groundwaterr o

discharge outfall.

""" The discontinuation of non- contact coollng water d1scharges would have had no 1mpact on"
discharges from the site as the volume of coollng water discharges dropped significantly
when recirculation coolihg systems,were installed in the early 1990s. Again, this took place

prior to the aforementioned stream 1nventory After installation, discharges of coollng water. '

"~ were minimal, so d1scont1nuatlon of these d1scharges would not 1mpact the stréam 1nventory o
' S1gn1f1cantly '

"-Finally, the demolition of several on-sité¢ buildings would have had minimal impact on

~stormwater discharges from the site as the buildings were of minimal size and, in the case
of at least one building (D106), the demolition area was subsequently covered with asphalt
. pavement. Therefore, the demolition of these bu11d1ngs would have no impact on runoff
volumes g -

Action to be Taken: Justlﬁcatlon for the cont1nued va11d1ty of the ex1st1ng streaim flow

inventory, as outlined above, will be 1ncorporated at the end of the stream inventory’
- discussion in Section 3.4.1.3 of the ER (as referenced in Section 3.6.2.of the DP). Rev. 1b

of the DP that captures this commltment will be prov1ded to the USNRC by May 16 2008

' Path Forward No. 1b 'SMC should tabulate the most recent surface water w1thdrawals that have -
‘occurred since the 1990 to 1999 yalues 11sted in Flgure 3-13 of the ER and summarlzed on page ’
3-26 of the ER. : -

: SMC Response “With respect to the surface water w1thdrawals presented in Flgure 3-13 of
the ER and summarized on page 3-26 of the ER, the referenced information represents
~regional information for the Maurice, Salem and Cohansey-Rivers watershed management
area, an area that covers 885 square miles. That information is the most current information

. available from the State of New Jersey Geological Survey. (see the following web site:

littp://www.state.nj.us/dep/njgs/geodata/dgs04-9.htm). Even if more recent information were |

-available, it would have little impact on the site-specific-evaluation. SMC is:not aware of

any surface water withdrawals froth the Hudson Branch within the immediate vicinity ofthe
- Newfield facility. As stated in'the ER, Newﬁeld and Vineland obta1n pub11c potable water

str1ctly from groundwater sources. : -



Action to be Taken: The following sentence will be added to Section 3.4.19 of the ER,
“folléwing the 6th sentence: "The information presented in Figure 3-13 is the most currently
avai lable information for the Maurice, Salem and Cohansey Rivers watershed management

: area

' The second sentence of this section will be revised to- reflect that the WMA "covers
, 885 square miles in the southwest corner of the state, including the Newﬁeld area." Rev.lb -
.- of the DP that captures these con1m1tments w1ll be prov1ded tothe USNRC by May 16 2008 ,

- RAI No 2: (Sectlon 3 7 2) Update the data in Table 3-4 of the ER,on the ex1st1ng mon1tor1ng wells
(both onsite and- offsite) for the SMC site.

*Path Forward No. 2a:* SMC should provide the updated well stat1st1cs mentioned above for the

wells listed in Table 3-4 of the ER. SMC should also indicate which ex1st1ng figure(s) displays all -~ -
of these wells or prov1de a new figure that shows all wells.

SMC Response The requested 1nformatlon is being prov1ded

4

Action to be Taken The 1nformat10n in Table 3-4 of Vol. 111, Section 19. 9 of the DP (Rev.
1), “Env1ronmental Report” (ER) has been updated as follows

Location - Table 3-4 has been revised to- 1nclude a column 1nd1cat1ng where the -

location of each-monitoring well or extraction well listed in the table can be found.
Figure 3-14 of the ER has been modified to indicate the locations of all existing

: monitoring and extraction-wells, as summarized in Table 3-4, with the exceptlon of
~one: monitoring.-well SC-32D was - installed " in December 2006 at a location

approximately 3,000 feet southwest of the Storage Yard, along West Forest Grove

- Road, well beyond the limits of the area depicted in modified Figure 3- 14. This well

was added as part of on-going CERCLA itivestigations and was included in the J uly

2007 radiological groundwater sampling event. Its location i is 1nd1cated in newly -

created Figure 3-14A, along with the locations of the two Newfield public water
supply wells that have been sampled by SMC for radiological parameters. Table 3-4

- and Figure 3-14 also have been revised to include four additional historic wells-
- (W-2, W-3S, SC-11S and SC-13S) where groundwater samples were collected for
_radlologlcal analys1s (see Attachment 1).

VOwnership - All existing wells listed in Table 3-4 are owned by SMC with the

exception.of well OBS-2A which, as noted in the table, is a USGS observation well.
This is documented in a note at the bottom of Table.3-4.

Well status --All wells listed as ex1st1ng wells in Table 3-4.are act1ve (1 e.,.not

damaged or abandoned).» Wells listed as historic wells (i.e., wells W2, W3S, SC-11S -

and SC-13S) have been damaged or abandoned, and with the exception of wells W3S -

and SC- l3S have been replaced by new wells W2(R) and SC 11S(R)

Hydro strat1graph1c unit screened All wells are screened in the Cohansey Sand As

'd1scussed 1in Section 3 4.2.3 of the ER, because of differences in transm1ss1v1t1es

LN



between the coarse Sands of the upper Cohansey Sand and the ﬁner sand and silt of " -
the lower Cohansey Sand, historically the groundwater data for the shallow wells
have been evaluated separately from the data for the deeper wells. “Therefore, the
wells characterized as upper Cohansey Sand wells are listed separately from those
,' characterrzed as lower Cohansey Sand wells in Table 3-4. '

. _Well type - All wells 11sted in Table 3- 4 are either mon1tor1ng wells or extracﬁon
wells used in the ongoing CERCLA groundwater treatment operations at the site, as
noted in the revised table. The construction details for the extraction wells, which
were 1nadvertently omitted- from the or1g1nal table, have been added to the revised -
‘table.. - :

The revised Table 3-4 is provided in Attachment 1, along with revised Figure 3-14 and
‘newly creatéd Figure 3-14A, which together provide the locations ofall wells listed on Table
3-4. The revised table and figures will be incorporated into the ER, to which Section 3.7.2
of the DP, Rev. 1 already refers. As all' monitoring and extraction ‘wells in the immediate
_vicinity of the SMC facility- will now be depicted on Figure 3-14, the sentences in Section
3.4.2.3 of the ER and in Section 3.7.2 ofithe DP, Rev. 1 that describes Figures F-3 and F-4
as prov1d1ng additional well locations will be deleted or revised. Available information on
the depths of the Newfield Borough potable water supply wells, which are not monitoring
wells but are wells that have been sampled for radiological analyses in association with SMC
| ground water monitoring activities, is provided in Table F-1 of Appendix F to the ER. Both
of these wells are screened in the lower. Cohansey Sand. The locations of the Newfield -
Borough potable water supply wells (Newfield Well #3 and Newfield Well #5) are also
included on newly created Figure 3-14A ofthe ER. Additional information regarding those
wells that have been used specifically for radiological monitoring is proyvided in the response
to RAINo. 4. Rev. 1b ofithe DP that captures these commitments will be provrded to the -
_ USNRC by May 16, 2008. PR
. RAI'No. 3: (Section 3.7.7) SMC should provide the input data, other- pert1nent model procedures
and model results for the -groundwater flow and transport modeling" performed us1ng the
MODFLOW-SURFACT model referenced in Appendix D of the DP (Rev. la). -
Path Forward No. 3a:. The model results should includé the calibration model run and ‘the -
simulation scenario run in which the engineered barrier for the slag pile fails, radronuchdes leach
from the slag pile into the groundwater and'a well about 100 feet down gradlent ofithe Storage Yard
" provides groundwater for a residential use. SMC should provide electronic versions (CD or DVD)
of the input data, model procedures, and aforementioned model results ofiits groundwater flow and
transport modellng us1ng the MODFLOW SURFACT model ' :
- SMC Response:’ The des1gn of the englneered barrier has been fine tuned to incorporate
- erosion control and infiltration control features. As a result, the evaluation of groundwater -
quality and associated radiation dose potent1al does not require the use of a more
site-specific model (i.e., the MODFLOW- SURFACT model referenced in Appendlx D of
_ Rev la ofithe DP) :



Actron to-be Taken Rev. lb of the DP, when subm1tted to the USNRC by May 16,2008, .
~will contain no references to the MODFLOW- SURFACT model. -In order to facilitate the '
Staff's review ofithe DP; the s1mp11ﬁed groundwater model in the RESRAD computer code
will be used for eyaluatlon of groundwater quahty '
RAI No. 4 (Sectlon 3 7. 8) SMC should prov1de the ex1st1ng radlologlcal data for the SMC site
from the 1990's to the present for all ons1te and offsrte groundwater surface. water, and stream
sediment monitoring sites. -
Path Forward No. 4a: Provide a tabular summary of all groundwater surface water, and stream
. sediment investigations conducted at the site. SMC should provide all existing radiological data for
~ this site from the 1990's to the present for. all upgradient (including background), onsite; and
" downgradient groundwater, surface water, and stream sediment monitoring sites. Provide those data-
‘not prev1ously transm1tted to the NRC for radlologlcal characterlzatlon - '

SMCResponse: A summary of all env1ronmental 1nvest1gatlons conducted at the SMC site, |
including those that focused on' radlologlcal parameters, is presented in Table RAT 4 in
Attachment 2. :

All ex1st1ng radlologlcal groundwater data from the 1990s to the present, ith the exception
ofi data that'were newly collected in hily 2007 and the results of a'1995 safipling round,
.were presented in the DP. The data provided also include the groundwater summary tables

__for quarterly groundwater data collected from December 1988 through September 1989, as: .-

- reported by Dan Raviv in 1990 and presented in the DP, Rev. I, Appendix 19.2 (Table VII,
~"Summary ofi Analyt1cal Results - Radlologlcal Parameters Quarterly Sampllng of:"Slag
Area" Wells") . S

In 1995, as part ofiroutine sample colléction, groundwater samples were analyzed for the
presence of radiological constituents. Attachment 3 contains a summary ofithose data.

The next radiological groundwater data were' collected in 2004 by TRC, with the data
presented in Table F-4 of Appendix F ofithe ER (DP Rev. 1, Sectlon 19.9, Appendix F). -

. Additional radiological groundwater, data were collected in 2005, as reported by IEM ina -
June 9, 2005 letter report,-also included in Appendix F ofithe ER. ‘Additional groundwater
samples were collected for radiological analyses in July 2007.. The analytical reports from.
that campaign are provided in Attachment 4.”Split samples were collected at the same time
by the NIDEP and the USNRC the results ofiwhich have not yet been prov1ded to SMC

A new table, Table RAI 4A, that summarizes the radlologlcal analyses 11sted above is
o prov1ded in Attachment 2. : -

Soil, sediment and surface water data were collected dur1ng a 1991 study conducted by
“ENSR; a former environmental contractor to SMC.", Uraniuni-238, Thorium-232 and
Radium-226 concentrations in soll sediment and surface water. samples are presented in



, Appendlx B of the ER (DP Rev I Sectlon 19 9, Appendlx B) Attachment 5. conta1ns a’
... listing ofthe results .

: Actlon to be. Taken Sectlon 3.7.8 of the DP w1ll be revised to mclude a summary of all
~ environmental m\_/estlgatlons conducted at the site: as _shown in Table RAI 4A (see
: Attachment 2). : B

- Theresults of the 1995 and 2007 radlologlcal groundwater analyses will be 1ncorporated into
" Appendix F of the ER. 4
. The text of Section 3. 7 8 of the DP w1ll be ‘modified to mclude the follow1ng "Radlologlc
_groundwater data collected since December 1988 are summarized in Table RAI4A and can’
~ ‘be found in Appendix 19.2 (Table V1I, "Summary of Analytical Results - Radiological
. Parameters, Quarterly Sampling of "Slag Area" Wells") and in ‘Appendix F of the ER -
(September 8, 1995 letter report, Table F-4 (containing April 2004 data), June 9,2005 letter
report, and August 29, 2007 Outreach Laboratory report of July 2007 sampllng)

Section 3 4 2'5 of the ER-will bé mod1f1ed to 1nclude a summary of the analyt1cal results
reported by SMC, the New Jersey Department of Envrronmental Protection (NJDEP) and
the USNRC from the 2007 campa1gn

Radlologlcal const1tuents in- sed1ment and surface water will be summarlzed in the Source

Term document being prepared i in response to RAINo. 7, 8 and. 17 and the Techn1cal Basrs ‘
"mng prepared in response to RAI No. 9. '

Rev. Ibof the DP that captures these comm1tments w1ll be prov1ded to the USNRC by May
. 16 2008 :

Path Forward No. 4b: SMC should prov1de an updated figure delineating the locatlon of all
.groundwater, surface water, and stream sedlmentmomtormg sites from the 1990s to the present. The .
ﬁgure should include background upgradlent onsite, and downgradrent sampllng locations.

SMC Response All radlologlcal groundwater momtormg sites from late 1988 to the
present, including Newfield public water supply wells 3 and 5, are 1nd1cated in new Flgures
. RAl4 or3-14A (see Attachment 1). All CERCLA groundwater monitoring locations in the
* . immediate vicinity of the Newfield site are indicated in revised Figures 3-14 and 3-14A (see
response to RAI2). The Newfield welis, the USGS observation well lo¢ated to the northeast
of the SMC facility, well SC-25S, well SC-14S and,well W3S are representative of
‘ ggradlentg_bacgg wu;ah_ty Wells to the southwest of the Storage Yard are . .
angradrent wells. The locations of surface water and stream sediment samples collected

~ by ENSR in'1991 are shown in Append1x B of the ER and w1ll be shown in the Techn1cal ,

Basis Document be1ng prepared in response to RAL No 9.




Action to be Taken: New Figures RAI 4 and 3-14A, as shown in Attachment 1, will be
,1ncorporated into the DP and Section.3.7.8 ofithe DP.will be modified to include the -
followmg text: "Radiologic groundwater sampling locations are indicated in Figure RAI 4
and in Figure 3-14A in the ER. As groundwater flows from northeast to southwest, the ,
- Newfield wells, the USGS. observation well-located to the northeast ofithe SMC facility, well
SC-25S, well SC-14S and well W3S are represeritative ofi upgradient/background water
- quality.- The wells located to the west and southwest ofithe Storage Yard are downgradient -
samplmg locations." The locations ofiall surface water and sediment samples will be shown
in the Techmcal Basis Document being prepared in response to RAI No. 9. -In addition, a- -
modified Figure 3-14, as shown in Attachment 1, will be provided for incorporation into the -
"ER, as previously described in SMC's response to RAI No. 2. Rev. b ofithe DP that ,
. captures these commrtments wrll be prov1ded to the USNRC by May 16,.2008.
Path Forward No. 4c: 'the exrstmg data for these parameters are- not adequate for {
characterization, then SMC should " develop additional upgradient, onsite, and downgradrent D
groundwater mon1tor1ng s1tes to collect the radlologlcal data. . : '

SMC Response The exrstmg data are adequate for characterrzatlon ofradiological impacts
. on groundwater qualrty The data span a period ofiover twenty years and therefore would
~ indicate changes in groundwater quality, during- that period.. The data represent wells-
-screened in the upper and lower Cohansey Sands, and therefore provide information on .
.potential impacts throughout the. .underlying aquifer. -The. data -represent both
background/upgradient well locations arid downgradient well locations. All ofithe currently
existing wells closest to the Storage Yard for which radiological analyses have been

' ,performed have been sampled n1ult1ple times, w1th isotope- spec1f1c results prov1ded

Action to be Taken: None requ1red.< . | o - R - o
| Path Forward'No 4d:- SMC should Tist its sampling and analytical procedures, minimum
detectable concentrations, and uncertainty for all radrologrcal analyses performed on the above
requested water and sed1ment samples.

SMC Response: For_. the 1988-1989 radiological analyses ofi groundwater samples
- conducted by Dan Raviv, the report in which the data summary tables wére provided did not
specifically describe sampling procedures. Other Dan Raviv groundwater sampling reports
. from the same period indicate that groundwater sainples were collected in accordance with
‘Dan Raviv.sampling protocols, which were based on NJDEP requirements. Samples were
analyzed for gross alpha and grossbeta, with isotopic analyses (specific analyses varied with-
the sampling date) performed ifigross alpha or beta exceeded specific screening criteria. The
" summary tables presented in the DP, Rev. 1, Appendix 19.2 (Table VII, "Summary ofi -
Analytical Results - Radiological Parameters, Quarterly Samplmg ofi‘Slag Area’ Wells") -
provide detection limits for those samples where relevant 1sotopes were not detected along
- with the analytlcal uncertamty ~ : . :

Y



~For the 1995 groundwater sampling and radiological analyses the groundwater samples B
‘were collected by TRC in accordance with CERCLA groundwater sampling proceduires.
The samples were analyzed by gamma spectroscopy with the concentration ofiall positively
identified radionuclides reported. (Ifi not positively identified, the detection.limits for ~
Ac-228, Bi-214, K-40, Pb-212, Pb-214 and T1-208 were reported). A September 8, 1995

letter summarizing the results, w1th the’ laboratory report attached, is included here1n as "

Attachment 3. and will be 1ncorporated w1th1n Append1x F-ofithe ER.

For the Aprrl 2004 groundwater' samplrng and radlologrcal analyses, the groundwater- :

samples were collected by TRC followed CERCLA groundwater sampling procedures. ,'
Gross alpha, gross beta, Radium 226 and Radium 228 analyses were performed on filtered .

and unfiltered samples. Summary table F-4 within Appendix F of the ER (DP Rev. 1)
presents detection limits for those samples:where radioisotopes were not detected (indicated
by a"U" quallﬁer) and the uncertainties associated with the analyses. The data package is _

prov1ded in Attachment 6 to this document and will be incorporated into Appendix F ofithe
ER

. For the April 2005 groundwater samphng and radiological analyses the groundwater »
samples were collected by TRC following CERCLA: groundwater sampling procedures. -
Isotopicanalyses (Ra-226, Ra-228, Th-232, Th-230, Th-228, U-238, U-235 and U-234) were
.performed on filtered and unfiltered samples. The summary tables within the June 9, 2005

“lettér report presentéd in Appendix F of the ER (DP Rev. 1) present detection limits for those
samples where radioisotopes were not detected. The data package is provided in Attachment'
7 to this document and w1ll be 1ncorporated into. Append1x F of the ER

. Forthe J uly 2007 groundwater samplrng and radlologlcal analyses the groundwater samples
were collected by TRC following CERCLA groundwater sampling procedures. Gross alpha;

gross beta and isotopic analyses, (isotopic Uranium, isotopic Thorium, K-40, Ra-226 and _ R

Ra-228) were performed on filtered and unfiltered samples. The laboratory data packages
presented as Attachment 4. to this document. present detection limits and uncertainties’
- associated with the analyses. This data was provided to Region 1 NRC on October 30, 2007

.The laboratory data packages w1ll be 1ncorporated into Append1x F ofithe ER .- :
Action to be Taken Sectlon 3. 7 8 of the DP w1ll be rev1sed to read as follows: "For the
~radlolog1cal analyses of groundwater samples conducted. by Dan Raviv in 1988-1989, the
" report in which the data summary tables were provided did not specifically describe =

sampling procedures. Other Dan Raviv groundwater sampling reports from the same period . .

indicate that groundwater samples were collected in accordance with Dan Raviv sampling-
protocols, which were based on NJDEP requirements. Samples were analyzed for gross
.- alphaand gross beta, with isotopic analyses (specific analyses varied wrth the sampling date) -
-performed if igross alpha or beta exceeded specific limits.; The summary tables presented in
the Appendix 19,2 (Table VII, "Summary’ of Analytlcal Results Radrologlcal Parameters,
. Quarterly Sampling of "Slag Area" Wells") provide detection limits for those samples where
- radrorsotopes were not detected and the uncertainties assoc1ated with the analyses



For the 1995 groundwater sampling and radiological analyses, the .groundwater samples
were collected by TRC in accordance with CERCLA groundwater sampling procedures.
* The samples were analyzed by gamina spectroscopy with the concentration of all positively
identified radionuclides reports (lf not positively identified, the detection limits for Ac-228,

Bi-214, K-40, Pb-212, Pb-214 and TI: 208 were reported). A September 8, 1995 letter - :

summarizing the results, w1th the laboratory report-attached, is 1ncluded within Appendix-
F of the ER. - \
* For the April 2004 groundwater sampling and radiological analyses, ‘groundwater samples
- were collected by TRC following CERCLA groundwater sanipling procedures. Grossalpha,
- gross beta, Ra- 226 and Ra -228 analyses were performed on filtered and unfiltered samples.
. Summary. table F-4 within Appendix F of the ER (Appendix 19.9 of the DP) presents '
“detection limits for those samples where radrorsotopes were not detected (indicated bya"U"
qualifier) and the uncertainties assoc1ated with the analyses The laboratory report isalso °
.included i in Appendix F of the ER. - :

- For the April 2005 groundWater sampling and radiologioal analysers,vgroundwater'samples '

-~ were collected by TRC following CERCLA groundwater sampling procedures. Isotopic

. analyses (Ra-226, Ra-228, Th-232, Th-230, Th- 228, U-238, U-235 and U-234) were
_-performed on filtered and unfiltered samples. The summary tables w1th1n the June 9, 2005
* letter report presented in Appendix F of the ER (Appendix 19.9 of the DP) present detection
~ limits for those samples where radrorsotopes were notdetected. The laboratory report isalso
" included in Appendix F of the ER. :

- Forthe] uly 2007 groundwater samphng and radiological analyses the groundwater samples
- were collected by TRC following CERCLA groundwater sampling procedures. Gross alpha,
gross beta and ‘isotopic analyses (isotopic Uranium, isotopic Thorrum K-40, Ra-226 and
Ra-228) were performed on filtered and unfiltered samples:. The laboratory data package
presented in Appendix F of the ER (Appendrx 19.9 of the DP) presents detection limits and
uncertainties associated with the analyses."

" Rev. lb of the DP that captures these commitments will be prov1ded to the USNRC by May . |
16, 2008. S

Path Forward No. 4e: SMC should summarize how the measured characterization data support

- the volume estimates.of radioactive materials accumulated in the Storage Yard and in other areas

(such as the T12:Tank and the sediments in the Hudson Branch), and the. est1mated labor and waste -
- disposal volumes requlred for the proposed action. :

SMC Response The requested information is prov1ded in SMC’s Response to RAI No.7,
8,9,10 and 17

: -Action to be Taken: None required. |



RAI No. 5: (Sect1on 3 7.8). An evaluat1on of potent1al leachate (rad1onuc11des and other i 1norgan1c _
mater1als) movement from the consolidated radioactive materials (slag and baghouse dust) to the 7 -
saturated zone (Upper Cohansey sands) needs tobe provided for curréit and future conditions. = ©

~ Path Forward No. 5a: SMC should perform an evaluation of current and potentlal leachate
‘generated from the consolidated radioactive materials. This evaluation® should mclude the current

and potential leachate transport through the- vadose zone into the saturated zone ‘with site -
developed/estimated hydraulic conductivities (K) and distribution coefficients (Kd): The evaluation
ofi current and potential leachate generated by the proposed action-should consider all types of
accumulated materials including the yar1ous types.of slag, baghouse dust, bu1ld1ng rubble, and soil.

) SMC Response: Three zones are described for the purposes oﬁthe rad1at10n dose mddeling,

. as explained in-Chapter 5 of the' DP, namely the.contaminated zone, the"unsaturated or
vadose zone and the saturated zone. The contammated zone comprises the slag, baghouse
dust and impacted soil present in the' Storage Yard (also referred to as the restricted area) as

- well as the surface soil outside the réstricted area that has been evaluated and/or remediated

- to leyels of uranium and thorium below the derived concentration. gu1del1ne leyels The

~ unsaturated and saturated zones exist beneath the contaminated zone. Water percolat1ng
through the surface soil and slag moves through the unsaturated zone before comb1n1ng with

w . the groundwater in the saturated.zone.
I o

\ \)( For the contaminated zone conﬁned by the engineered barrier SMC will use rneasured '
. W values. of Kd. In regard to leachate movement potential through the subsoil, beneath the

) contaminated area, SMC will follow the guidance provided by the. "USNRC in
X‘ ‘NUREG-1757, Volume 2, Appendlxl644 In that document, the USNRC recommends .

. values, (b) defauh distributions present in the DandD code; or (c) default, distributions
present in the RESRAD computer code. In NUREG-1757, the USNRC states that "no single
“set of ancillary parameters such as pH or soil texture, is universally appropriate for all cases
for determining the appropriate Kd values" and recommends the use ofia range of Kd values
selected from a listing of literature sources. It goes on to state: - "For those isotopes where.
~ the Kd does not have a significant impact on the dose assessment, the median value within
" therange is an acceptable input parameter." Based on this guidance, the range ofithe values -

given in the literature would be appropr1ate d1str1but1ons to use in sensitivity analys1s of the

" Kd parameters. - :

QJ\&\R\\L\ that Kd.values be selected for input to the RESRAD computer code by using: (a) literature

‘SMC's selected approach Q_ﬂal_ua,'ung_potentml leachmg is analogous to that. used during
the performance assessment of the Salt Waste Disposal facility at the USDOE Savannah
River site in Soiith Carolina, a project that was offered-to. SMC by ‘USNRC staffias a’

"template" for Kd selection during an August 29, 2007 teleconference. The'Savannah River
project. used. USNRC guidance '(NUREG-551'2) and literature values (Sheppard and
Thibault) to establish a range of Kds for each element. The sources relied upon at Savannah
‘River represent the state ofiindustry knowledge of the movement ofielements in subsurface’
soils. ‘Furthermore, the range-of Kd values that were used by the USDOE for dose modeling
was selected from the same l1terature sources c1ted in. NUREG- 1757.. Therefore, they are .
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~ deemed acceptable for use.as Kd input to the dose modeling for the Newfield site as it - |

pertains to subsurface soils. As d1scussed during the October 4, 2007 teleconference with
- the USNRC, exper1mentally-determ1ned Kd values for the release rate ofi radioactivity from
“the stockp1led mater1als are more, appl1cable than the aforement1oned l1terature values

Actlon to be Taken: For the dose mode11ng and sen51t1v1ty analyses presented in Chapter,
5 ofithe DP, SMC will follow the guldance ofi NUREG-1757 and select Kd values for _'
~ subsurface soil from the literature listing given therein, and. exper1mentally -determined
values for SMC slag for the release rate from the stockp1led materials. The following table,
~ which gives the values that will be used for the subsurface Cohansey sand (unsaturated and
saturated layers) and the stockpiled materials.(i.e., SMC slag), will be incorporated in the
- revised dose model1ng for Rev. lb ofithe- DP to be prov1ded to the USNRC by May 16,

2008:
Partltlon Coefﬁclents for Dose Modelmg and Sensitivity Analysns .‘
i (Kd) (em®/gram) . : ’ . .
4Element g ’ '?h?t‘:::llt?lzg;% é(t?‘r;::cl,y 1219;‘; . RE S.Rg(l))oll)efault,‘ (zlt\:cckgllle% o
: : Sand Sand i Materials)
‘Actinium L as0 a0 20 2,400°
" Protactinium 550 . 510 50 2,700°.
‘ Lead 270 270 100 100°
Radium 500 500 70’ sy
Thorium 3,200 3,200 - »'60,000' 5, 0'16d ,f
Uranium - 35 5 - 50 . 70,3558

. Sheppard and Thibault, Default Soil Soltd/Ltqutd Partition Coejj" ctents KS, for Four Major Soil Ty ypes: A Compendlum, Health

*_ Physics Joumal, Volume 59, Number 4, October 1990.

b. Kennedy and Strenge Residual Radioactive Contammatton  from Decommtsstonmg, NUREG/CR-5512, Volume l October, 1992
c. Yu, Zielen, Cheng, et.al, User’s Manual for RESRAD Version:6, ANL/EAD-4, July, 2001 y
d. Outreach Laboratory, Report Number 20050135 March 25 2005 ‘

- RAI No 6: (Sect1on 522.2. l) SMC should 1ndlcate the volume and type ofi soil that will be used ‘
in the engineered barrier that w1ll over11e the consol1dated rad1onucl1de- bear1ng mater1als in the'
" Storage Yard. - .

... Path Forward No. 6a: SMC should 1dent1fy the volume and type of soil that. w1ll be used in the

engineered barrier and its appropr1ate soil’ parameters that impact runoff and evapotransplfatlon
from the cap. . : .

l SMC Response The requested 1nformat1on is be1ng prov1ded

Actiori to be Taken "As d1scussed w1th the USNRC during recent teleconferences the

) englneered barrier-design has been' “fine tuned” to incorporate both erosion control and
infiltration control featureés. The volumes and types ofimatérial to be incorporated in the_

. barrier are being finalized and will be presented in Section 8.3 (and associated appendices) -

)



¥

. of Rev. Ib of the DP, to be provided to the USNRC by May 16, 2008. An evaluation of
runoff and evapotranspiration from the engineered barrier will beincluded in the submission.

RAI No. 7: (Sectlon 4.4) Provide bases for the radionuclide concentratlons for mater1als to be
consolidated into the restricted area cell. ' :
- Path Forward No. 7a: Provide a detailed d1scusslon of the development of the radionuclide
. concentrations used for the derived source term of the materials proposed for consol1datlon in the
. restricted area cell. Supportrng measurement data should be prov1ded

. SMC Response A detalled discussion’ of the materials to be consolldated under the .
engineered barrier is presented in Chapter 4 of the Decomm1ssron1ng Plan. The capped
materials are comprised of slag, baghouse dust, soil and demolition rubble collected over .
time from a variety of locations at the Newfield facility and maintaincd separately fromeach

~ other. The volumes of each of the material types were described in Table 17.1-of the DP.

. However, as part of SMC’s response to this set of RAIs, additional characterization datawill -
be acquired which will provide additional technical basis for the source term 1n the planned '
restr1cted area (see RAI No 8 and 17). ' : '

Action to be Taken: A source term document will be prepared that descr1bes the volumes

of material and the "upper confidence level" (UCL) radionuclide concentrat1ons It will also

contain a description of the data sets used to develop volumes and concentrat1ons and present
- the data points used in the UCL calculation will also.be provided. The technical bases for

the concentration estimates will include data acquired to date as well as data- to be acqu1red'
A dur1ng a sampllng campalgn to be conducted in December 2007

The source term document will be 1ncluded as an; appendlx to the DP. In add1tlon Flgure
18.3 and Table 17.1 in the: DP will be inodified to reflect an updated description of
stockpiled material in the various areas. Rev. 1b of the DP that captures these comm1tments

will be provided to the USNRC by May 16 2008. ' : '

RAI No. 8: (Section 4. 4 .and Table 17. 1) Prov1de bases for the volumes of mater1als proposed for
consolidation into the restricted area cell. b

Path Forward No. 8a: Provide d detailed discussion of the volume estlmates developed for the

- materials proposed for consolidation in the restr1cted area cell. Supportlu g measurement data should

be prov1ded as appropriate. :

R SMC Response The volume estimates for the consolidated materials were presented in

Table 17.1 of the DP (Rev. 1) and in Table I-1 of the 'ER: These were CAD- -generated

volumes estimated by a visual areal delineation of the different types of materials in the -

Storage Yard (as indicated in Figure 18.3 of Rev. I of the DP) and a comparison of Storage

Yard: topographlc contotirs, as measured in 2005, to estimate natural base contours for the

~_area (based on an extension of surrounding contours across and bencath the Storage Yard

" area). CAD-generated volumes for each of the delineated areas were rounded up to the

" nearest 1,000 cubic yards. Additional detail on how the volumes were estimated was

2.



' provrded in SMC's Aprrl 24, 2007 response to the USNRC staff request for addrtronal o
information (response to.RAI No 2b Table 2 footnote). - -

~ Action to be Taken: A source term document will be prepared that describes the volumes
- of material, the "upper confidence level” radionuclide concentrations and the data sets used ‘.
to summarize the contents ofithe corisolidated haterial under the engineered barrier. Where.
CAD-generated volumes are used, the basis for their calculation will be described. The
source term document wrll be included as an appendix to the DP. Rev. 1b of the DP that
captures these coinmitments wrll be provrded to the USNRC by May 16, 2008 ' "

RAI No 9 (Chapters 4 and 5) Provide a complete d1scussron about radrologlcal contammatron in .
the Hudson Branch, and how the radrologrcal criteria are or will he met. '

" Path Forward No. 9a: Ifithe licensee intends no remediation in the Hudson Branch, then SMC
should provide a detailed discussion ofithe residual radioactivity in the Hudson Branch and the basis
for concluding that the existing conditions are within the radrologrcal criteria for unrestricted use'
. (ie.,25 m1111rem per year and ALARA) Supporting measirement data should be prov1ded '

SMC Response: Data from the Hudson Branch watershed, both exposure rate information -
and sediment sampling results, have been retrieved from work performed in 1991. The data .’
set is comprrsed ofi35 sediment sampling results, 73 grid point exposure rate measurements,
and 79 ambient (one-meter height) exposure rate measurements, whrch SMC believes to be
sufficient to characterize the radiological status ofithis area. However, in order to fully
respond to this RAI, a verification sampling and measuremeut program will be implemented.

~ - Action to be Taken: A verification sampling/measurement program for the Hudson Branch
is scheduled to begin on December 3, 2007. Attachment 8 contains the work plan for this -
effort. Once the analytical results are received/validated, a non-parametric statistical test -
will be performed to determine whether there is any significant difference between the
verification samples/measurements and thosé'acquired in 1991. If there is no significant ‘
difference between the two data sets, their results will be combinéd, and compared to the
unrestricted release criteria Derived Concentration Guideline Levels (DCGLs) to determine
ifremedial actions are needed. The DP will be modified to include any remedial actions and
provide the classification of this area for the final status survey. (If the difference between
: the two data sets is significant, the basis for the difference will be 1nvest1gated ‘Based on
_the conclusions of the iuvestigation, the more reliable data will be used in the: comparrson
" with the unrestricted release DCGLs, for determmmg the need for remedial actions and to

classify the Hudson Branch for Final Status Survey). Rev. 1b ofithe DP that captures this. i -

comm1tment will be prov1ded to the USNRC by May 16 2008

- Path Forward No. 9b:. If the lrcensee 1ntcnds to perform radrologrcal remedratron in the Hudson '

* Branch, then SMC should describe the. ,planned remediation, and should demonstrate that the .
remediation will achieve the radiological criteria for unrestricted use (1 e., 25 millirem per yearand .
. ALARA). Supportmg measurement data should be provrded ' B
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SMC Response:-_ See Action to be '“Taken;lin response to RAI _No. 9a.

Action to be Taken: If the characterlzatron data demonstrate that remediation- of the

Hudson Branch watershed is necessary, the DP will be modrﬁed to describe the planned
‘remedial actions and demonstrate that the remediation will ‘meet the applicable release

criteria. Rev. 1b of the DP that captures thrs commitment wrll be provrded to the USNRC
. by May 16, 2008. :

.

RAIT No. 10 (Section 4. 5) Describe the remedial characterization data that will be needed to “ ,

‘evaluate residual radioactivity in soils that have not been identified or sufficiently characterized.

Path Forward No. 10a: SMC should identify additional locations where residual radioactivity
exists and evaluate the data needed for those areas (including the two areas already identified) to .
determine if they meet the dose criteria for unrestricted use or if remediation would be necessary.
In addition, the licensee should describe the locations of the southwest fence line and the TI 2 Tank
Area, including the use of figures or maps, as appropr1ate

SMC Response ‘The reference to the T12 Tank Area‘in Rev laof the DP was in error. The
T12 Tank Area was located in the vicinity of the former lagoons which were remediated in-
1998 (see Section 2.3.7 of the DP). During that effort, the excavated materials, including
the T12 Tank Area, were staged for release and sampled for radionuclide content (see
Attachment 4k2 in the Supplement to the DP). In addition, surveys and sampling were
' performed within the excavated area. The analytical results demonstrated that the materials
and the excavated area could be released for unrestricted use (see Quarter 3, 1998
surveillance report, Appendrx 1). :
In regard to the southwest fence line, the 1991 radiological characterization-effort showed
ambient gamma exposure'rates at a height of one (1) meter above thé ground that ranged
from 7.7 to 28.1 microR per hour, 1nclud1ng background, from the southwest comer of the
fence to a point approximately 110 meters to the east.! A fence lrne exposure rate survey -
- performed during the same characterization effort revealed exposure rates rangrng from 5.7
to 24.6 microR per hour,. including background in the same location.> Soil samples
collected within the area exhibited uranium, thorium and radiui concentrations that ranged
from background to 8.9, 10.8 and 47 picocuries per gram, respectively.’ As of the date of
Rev. la of the DP, it had never been established whether the source of these elevated
- exposure.rates was.due to the presence of licensed mateérials. ’

1 IT Corporatron “Assessment of Environmental Radrologrcal Condrtrons at the Newfield. Facrlrty” Report No
IT/NS-92-106, April 2, 1992, Appendrx Gl, Grrd Locations AQ through All and Map 1. :

¥ IT. Corporatron “Assessment of Envrronmental Radiological Conditions’ at the Newﬁeld Facrlrty” Report No

" IT/NS- 92 106, Aprrl 2, 1992, Appendrxl Grid Locatrons A0 through A11 and Map 2.

T Corporatron “Assessment of Envrronmental Radlologlcal Condrtrons at the Newﬁeld Facility”, Report No.

* IT/NS-92-106, April 2, 1992 Appendrx K, Grid Locatrons laO through latl, AO0 through A11, BO through B11 and

Maps 6, 7 and 8 _
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Other than 1nformatron from the Hudson Branch watershed there was no ev1dence of -
-residual radloact1v1ty ofisignificance outside ofithe named restricted areas. F urthermore,
SMG is unaware ofiany locations on.the p1 ‘operty where slag may have been buried. Issues '
assoc1ated with the Hudson. Branch are addressed. in the response to RAI No. 9.

"+ Action to be Taken: Sectlon 4 5 and Table 17.1 of the DP w1ll be modified to remove
‘references to the T12 Tank Area. The description ofithe lagoon remediation effort in Section
- 2.3.7 ofithe DP will be modified to include the following : “The T12 Tank Area, referenced
in.Section 2.2 ofithis DP, was removed'concurrent with the lagoon remediation. As part ofi -

the remedial effort, the excavated materials and the remediated area were surveyed/ sampled - '

for residual radioactivity prior to release” A footnote with the reference . for the
measurementresults (i.e., IntegratedEnv1ronmentalManagement Inc., Report No. 94005/G- .

5169, “Report ofiRadiation Safety Surveillance for Quarter 3, 1998", September-8, 1999, - N

Appendix 1) will be included. In addition; Footnote 65 will be modified to read as follows: .
- “Remediation was performed and the areas surveyed. However the radiological status will -

be re-confirmed during the performance of the site- w1de ﬁnal status survey (see Chapter
gy ‘ '

.To address the southwest fenceline issue, a verification sampling/measurement program is
scheduled to begin-on December 3, 2007. Attachment 8 contains the work plan for this -
" effort. Once the analytical resuhs are received/validated, and ifithe source ofithe elevated ‘
exposure rates is attributable to licensed material, the need for remediation will be evaluated
. based on-comparison with the unrestr1cted release DCGLs and the area will be classified for
. Final Status Survey. Based upon the results, the DP will be modified to include the basis for

- classifying the southwest fence line for F inal Status Survey and the remed1al actions that w1ll _
beperformed B RN oo o

_ The second .and. third paragraphs in Sectlon 4.5 of the DP. will be comb1ned to read as - - :

follows: “During walkover surveys performed in 1991, slrghtly elevated count rates (i.e.,
*background to a few tens ofimicroR per hour) were noted on the southwest fence line ofithe -

property.* This area was never de51gnated a “Restricted Area”. There are some 1991

analytical results from this area, but the lateral' and depth extents were not well-’

. charactefized. Furthermore, the type ofimaterial contributing to the elevated exposure rates
was not confirmed, and there is no h1stor1cal evidence ofi 11censable radioactivity i in thls
area.’ ' o o :

Sectlon 14. 1 ofithe DP will be modlﬁed to include the approach and results ofithe pendlng
verification samplmg/measurement prograin for the southwest fenceline.- Section 4.5 ofithe
DP will be modified as well to include' the radiological characteristics ofithe area. Ifithe .
ﬁndmgs from the verification sampllng/measurement program- demonstrate licénsable
radloact1v1ty above the app11cable DGGLs, for this portlon of the property, Section 8.3 ofithe”

(

“IT Corporatron "Assessment of Envrronmental Radrologrcal Condmons at the Newﬁeld F acrhty IT Corporation 7
" Report No. IT/NS-92-106; April 1, 1992. : : o
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~DP will be rev1sed to include provrsrons “for remedratrng the area and 14 2 will be modrfed .
to 1nclude provrsrons for ﬁnal status survey of the area. -

Rev 1bof the DP that captures these commrtments will be provrded to the USNRC by May B
16, 2008 L N W

RAI No. 11: (Sectron 5) Provide addrtronal input for the responses to the Envrronmental RAls :
(Numbers 7 through 14) that were submitted on March 19, 2007. o
Path Forward No. 11a: Provide complete . responses to each of the questrons that NRC staff
transmitted on March 19, 2007 T : ~

SMC Response The requested mformatron is' berng prov1ded

Actron to be Taken: Additional 1nput to the dose analysrs will be provrded in revrsed _
Chapter 5 of the DP.. In addition, all other commitments made in SMC’s response to No. 7
through 4 of the March 19, 2007 RAI will be addressed as well in.’ Rev 1b of the DP wil .
be’ provrded to the USNRC by May 16, 2008. -

RAI No. 12 (Sectron 5) Identrfy the category for each type of scenario analyzed :
Path Forward No. 12a: Clearly 1dent1fy each scenario analyzed accordrng to ‘the termrnology
provrded in Table 5.1 of NUREG 1757, Vol 2. :

SMC Response NUREG 1757 Volume 2, publrshed in 2006 lrsts the types of exposure |
“scenarios that should be evaluated as part of the dose assessment process. The following
" table lists those that will be addressed in Chapter 5of the DP for the Newﬁeld srte

[

o . of Evaluatio : ‘
Scenario . Location - Controls, Type oﬂ valuation Comments -
S . -7t Scenario Purpose e
Demonstrate )
: E o : ) compliance with : U |
A . " | Unrestricted Not " Reasonably ~ |- the criteria of The DCGL for surface soils in -
S Industrial Worker - B . : ; . g the unrestricted area is based
. Area relevant . foreseeable the License : . N .-
o , o A on this exposure scenario.,
- . Termination .
Rule (LTR)
. . : Not analyzed . . . -
AL R | . ompli eld site will
Oc¢asional .|  Unrestricted Not- .| Less likely but forc rriipfr ance The Ne wﬁelc{lsrhe will be b
Trespasser " ‘Area relevant - plausible b.Ut used Jor occupied suct that aceess by
) S - ) risk-informed trespassers will be prohibited.
o decisiohs, - : :
‘fhe maintenance worker -
- performs periodic inspections
. . o Demonstrateé and minor maintenance on the
‘Maintenance . : .| Reasonably compliance with | engineered barrier. The
" Worker Restricted A_rea In ,Place _foreseeable the critéria ofi thickness ofithe barrier is
: ' the LTR. intended to reduce extemal
: radiation exposure to the
maintenance worker. .-




Evaluation

Scenario .Location Controls. Type O.ﬂ | ] Comments’
D ) . Scenario . Purpose
. "The Storage Yard will_nbe
‘ . o If\(l)(r)tc?)nrr?iy);iz:r?ce fenced and it is not likely that
tional » . . ik . ’ i ide -
Recreational Restricted Arca " Fail " |- Less li gly but but used for the Storage,Yarq will provide
Hunter ) plausible AN an attractive habitat to hunted
: E : risk-informed . . -
. L. | animals, even in the event that
decisions. g
» controls fail.
The suburban resident ‘may
build a house inthe
unrestricted area after the
_ industrial operation is
) } Demonstrate , - | terminated (although ",
Trespasser * I Restricted Arca " Fail Less-lxk’,c?ly but compl‘xan‘ce with .} CERCLA-based mstxtutxon‘al
- - plausible the criteria ofi land use controls may restrict
the LTR. residential use).. The resident
is potentially exposed.to
radiation and radioactive
-materials originating from the
Storage Yard.
> Not analyzed It is assumed that the industrial |
‘ PP for compliance” | worker works in the | )
I . | . Less likely but | but used to unrestricted area. In the event
Industrial Worker ). Rest.ncte‘c_i Arga Fail ' plausible | make risk- the controls fail, the industrial
o informed worker may have greater
decisions. access to the Storage Yard.
.' - The effort to remove the slag
Not analyzed : .
.7 -] from the-Storage Yard is
. for compliance | . . .
R - - -|. intensive and is assumed to be
: . . Less likely but | but used to .
Excavator - Restricted Area Fail o . unsuccessful. The scenario .
- . plausible make risk- NS
. . assumes that the individual
: informed o .
L incurririg exposures is.the one
decisions. : -
. . who attempts the excavation.
An éxcavation in the restricted
Not analyzed : :
. : ... | areaoccurs after the controls
- o for compliance " | .. - . .
Suburban c B Less likely.but | but used to. - fail. However, this scenario-
Resident (Cover | Restricted Area Fail ey ' N assumes a house is built (and
: -plausible make risk- NP .
Excavated) . occupied).in the unrestricted
informed
decisio area, adjacent to the Storage
ecisions.
: Yard.
“Not analyzed It is assumed that animals gain '
L o - | .for compliance access to the property after the
- Recreational - . . - . .
. oo Less likely but | but used to cover is excavated. The hunter
Hunter (Cover Restricted Area Fail . : . .
-plausible make risk- is assumed to enter the
Excavated) : : : o .
: .informed property and encounter the
decisions. ‘open-excavation.

Actlon to be Taken Chapter 5 ofithe DP to be submitted to the USNRC by May 16 2008
will be revised to mclude the aforementioned table .




RAI No 13 (Sectlon 5 3) Provide addltlonal support for assumptlons made regardmg the receptor .

location.
‘Path Fo rward No. 13a Provide a map that identifies the location of the CERCLA well restrrctron .
area. Provide a map that identifies the location of the nearest residence relative to the SMC site, and
correct the DP, as appropr1ate Justify the assumed location of the residence-and industrial worker _
in relation to the proposed engineered barrier, in iight of potential uses of the slte failure of access

. controls to the restricted area, and given current surrounding land-use trends. Alternatively, -
- re-evaluate ‘the potential doses for these scenarios considering a closer location relative to the -

proposed engmeered barrler, 1nclud1ng one w1th1n the restricted area when controls fall

SMC: Response Flgure F-2in Appendlx F of the ER shows the limits of the CERCLA well
" restriction area. Figure 1-4 of the ER has-been revised to show the approximate location of
the nearest existing residence, which was constructed since the ‘aerial photo was taken in
" January 2005 (see Attachment 1 for the revnslon) Section 5.3.2 of the DP will be modified
to describe the CERCLA restrictions related to the prlvate potable wells and a ﬁgure will be
provnded as requested

o SMC agrees with the NRC regarding the controls related to the long-term control (LTC)
~ license-as it applies t6 the restricted area. The LTC. license, by itself, ‘does not prevent.
encroachment outside of and up to the'fence iine of the restricted area. Industrial,
commercial, residential and agrlcultural land uses exist-in the vicinity of the SMC facrhty
However, SMC disagrees with the* proposition that CERCLA restrictions related to soil -
contamination do not.provide a strong basis for preventing’ future residential construction
after soil remediation is complete. All CERCLA soil remedial analyses conducted for the -
. SMC facility to date have been based on the use of non-residential soil cleanup criteria in -
" combinationwith institutional controls to prevent future residential site use, in keeping with )
‘New Jersey site remediation regulations. Therefore, it is fully expected that once soil
'remedlatlon is complete; -the. site will not be suitable for residential use and, as a result,
institutional controls will ‘be implemented in accordance with NJAC 7:26E-8. The
- requirements for institutional controls established at NJAC 7:26E-8 include -continued
monitoring of future land use and the submittal of biennial reports certifying that the.
institutional control(s) are being maintained in-a manner that is protective of human health.
" As a result, New Jersey's institutional control program for site remediation provides a
reasonable basis for predicting that future construction at the site after soil remediation is”
.. complete will be limited to non-residential uses. "Consequently, the likelihood that a
suburban resident will occupy a house in the unrestricted area is unlikely. The potentlal'
 radiation exposure from this scenario, a suburban resident, is described in Chapter 5 of the
‘DP as an example of "Controls fall" '

Action to be Taken: Chapter 5 of the DP will be modified to generally address the dose
‘modeling requirements outlined in NUREC-1757.-The details for the specific scenarios will
be captured in a stand-alone,'scenario-driven dose modeling document to be included in the .
. DP as an Appendix. For dose modeling scenarios applicable to the nearest off-site resident
in Chapter 5 of the DP, the distance shown to the house closest to the Storage Yard in -
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revrsed Flgure 1-4 ofithe ER (1 e., 550 to 600 feet from the southern fencellne) will be used
as input to the analysis, rather than the 1,000-foot distance shown in Section 5.3.3.2 of Rev.
la ofithe DP. Rev. 1b ofithe DP that captures these commltments will be provided to the
USNRC by May 16, 2008. :

N N

" RAI No 14: (Section 5.3) Provrde addltlonal information on agrlcultural uses in the area.

- Path Forward No. 14a: Identify farms or agricultural activities occurring within thé vrcrnlty ofthe
SMC site and give their proximity to the site. Specitically, explain whether the farmlands in the area
are used for cattle graziug. Identify what crops, ifany, are grown on the adjacent farmlands. Provide - ’
details (i.e. type ofagricultural activities and location) on-the type ofiagricultural activities that SMC
references in the aforementioned RAI responses. Explain any other futufe plans for agricultural
activities in the area. Provide justification for excludlng the:resident farmer scenario or include a
resident farmer scenario in the dose analysis. The justification should explain how potentlal uses of:
the srte differ from current agricultural land use trends in the reglon

SMC Response A tour’of the area surroundlng the SMC facrllty was condncted in July

. 2007 to identify agricultural or farmland uses. Crop production, rather than.animal breeding,

is the main agricultural activity in the area. No cattle grazing was observed in the area’
surrounding the SMC site. Where crops could be visually identified, they are indicated on
the figure that is included herein as Figure 1-in Attachment 9. At the time the observations
were made, the farmland owned by SMC to the southwest ofithe manufacturing facility had

- been plowed with no new growth. Subsequently, green beans were observed growrng on the

SMC owned farmland

In the foreseeable future, SMC plans to use the Newﬁeld property for industrial purposes.

“Future plans for agricultural use in the surrounding area are dlfﬁcuh to define, as they

: depend on the'plans of individual landowners. State and regional planniirg documents
" encourage rural, agricultural and residential uses ofi much ofithe area surrounding the SMC
~ facility (see Section 3.1 and Figure 3-2 of the ER): However, areduced supply of properties

suitable for residential use in urban areas has resulted in'a growrng attractiveness of: the
cheaper land prices in rural areas and an associated increase in rural land values. This has
résulted in an mtense conipetition for farmland, with development usually winning out over
agticultural use in areas including' Cumberland County; where total farmland acreage
decreased by 5% from 1982 to 2002.° Uuder an "all controls fail" scenarlo it is llkely that
agrlcultural land use in the area would fall v1ct1m to developmental pressures. -

. Action to be Taken: Included in Chapter 5 ofthe DP will beJUStlﬁCatIOH for assumlng the

Newtield property, for the foreseeable future, will be'used as an industrial operation. The

- details for the spec1t1c scenarios will be captured in a stand-alone dose modellng document

" 5 A National View of Agricultural Easement Programs: Measuring Success in Protecting,Farmland — ‘Report 4,

. December 2006, a Joint Project of American Farmland Trust and Agricultural Issues Center, by Ale D. Sokolow,
Agricultural Issues’ Center, Umversrty of Callfornla
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to be included as an Append1x Rev lb of the DP wh1ch will be prov1ded to the USNRC by _
May 16,2008. : : Co

RAI No. 15: (Sectlon 5. 3 3.0 Clarlfy the d1screpancy regardlng the cover eros1on rate under the
controls-fail scenario.

Path Forward No. 15a: Revise the statement regardlng the coyer erosion rate for the recreatlonal ST
- scenario when controls fail. Explain whether SMC assumes that this cover will or will not erode. In

-addition, provide a basis for this’ assumptlon glven the proposed cover des1gn and performance of '
that design over 1000 years : :

-‘SMC Respo’nse: ,The requested information is,'being prOVidedf L

Action to be Taken: . The features and characterlstlcs of the cover will be -provided in
Section 8 ofithe DP (and associated append1ces) including the anticipated rate of erosion -
- overa 1,000 year period. The input parameters for the dose modeling to be summarized in o
~ Chapter 5 will be'modified for consistency.with the curreut cover design parameters. Rev.
'1b ofithe DP that captures these commrtments wrll be prov1ded to the USNRC by May 16,
2008. . . R

RAI No 16 (Sectron 5.3. 3 3) 7 ust1fy exclusron of the 1ngestlon and inhalation pathways for the
excavation scenario. v
Path Forward No. 16a: Prov1de stronger _]UStlflcathH for the elimination of the ingestion and ‘
‘inhalation pathway for the excavatlon scenario or 1nclude these pathways in the. analysrs

"SMC Response The 1nhalatlon and 1ngest1on pathways were excluded from the analysrs
“in Rev. laofithe DP because the dose from the direct exposure pathway greatly exceeds the
" dose associated with fractional resuspension and intake by ingestion or inhalation. However .

these pathways will be included in the Rev. lb analysrs : ‘

,Actlon to be Taken: In Chapter 5 of the DP all excavatlon scen@rros evaluated for dose
potential will include the direct exposure, inhalation (i.e., re-suspension followed by intake)
~.and 1ngestlon pathways, with the total dose potentral being the sum ofithe potentials for the -
individual pathways Rev. b of: the. DP that captures this commltment w1ll be prov1ded 0
‘the USNRC by May 16, 2008. '

~ RAI No. 17: (Sectlon 5. 4 3. 3) Prov1de appropr1ate characterrzatron of the radloactrve solrds slag, .

- baghoiise dust; and-soil, to support a source term for the performance assessment model. IS
Path Forward No. 17a: Characterize the stored’ ‘matérials to estimate the leachability of the slag
and baghouse dust. This would include an analysis of the existing radionuclides, parents and decay *

products to determine the extent of secular equilibrium. Also, SMC should identify in which phases - .

in the slag the radionuclides are contained. This information would help to justify-the leaching
mechanism responsible for release of: the radronuclldes Sampling should capture the variability of
_material types (e.g. slag, baghouse dust, radloactlve concrete, and radioactive soils). Leachlng and,
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solubility procedures should 1nclude determ1n1ng the effects of surface area, particle size, experiment
duration and range of future water chem1str1es on radionucl1de concentratlons in the groundwater.

SMC Response: As d1scussed dur1ng an October 4, 2007 teleconference with the USNRC,
SMG will use experimentally determined Kd values to: estimate the release rate of:--
radioactivity from the stockp1led materials. However, Kd values selected from literature *

~ references will be used to represent the unsaturated and' saturated Cohansey Sands, the -
Just1f1cat1on for which is presented in SMC’ s Response to RAI No 5. '

The Kd d1str1but1on coefﬁclents descr1be the rat1o of the concentrat1on of radionuclides on
- the solid-to the concentration in the coeXisting l1qu1ds The rad1oact1v1ty in the slag at the

Newfield facility is intrinsic to the slag rather than adsorbed on it. Nonetheless, in order to »

provide an added element of:conservatism in-the dose. assessments, the Kd-determinations

for the slag were made after crushing the samples to 12-mesh size prior to placement into

‘the reaction vessel. Due to the 1ncreased surface area, the Kd estimate that resulted would

overestimate the release rate of radioactivity, which would thus over-estimate and bound the

estimates of rad1ation dose from the groundwater pathway us1ng the RESRAD computer -
- code.’ :

- Ttisalso 1mportant to note that one of: the references c1ted in th1s RAI NUREG 1703, states
' that "a bulk dissolution or leach raté does not provide an accurate representation of slag
) leaching over long times (1000 years)" and that "It overestimates the release ofradionuclides

- tothe environment." This NRC guidance supports the conservatism of us1ng a radioact1v1ty

* release rate from the slag, as determ1ned using the ASTM D4319 protocol to estimate dose'

from the groundwater pathway. ge

During the October 4, 2007 teleconference wrth the USNRC an issue was ralsed about
potential deplet1on ofithe source term if'maximized release rates were used as input to the
RESRAD code. Therefore, SMG will further bound the dose estimates by modeling the case
where no radioact1v1ty leaches from the consolidatéd material. This approach would
maximize the continued presence ofithe source term, and likewise maximize the result1ng
- dose from the external pathway. : ' ‘ :

In regard to" the equ1l1br1um issue, NUREG/GR 6632 states that in all slags the thorium
parent (Th-232) was found to-be in secular equ1l1br1um with progeny Likewise, the uranium
parent (U- 238) was in equll1br1um with its progeny, including Ra-226. However in that

reference, Ra-226 was noted to be in disequilibrium with its daughters, presumably asa -

~ result ofithe continuous escape of Rn-222 gas from the extremely porous slag types. While
this assumption -may be valid for other waste forms, the slag produced at the Newfield
facility is vitrified, thus the release of radon from its surface, if any, would be trivial, ‘
Assuming Rn-222 does  not escape from the vitrified slag provides an additional -
conservatism in the analysis. The_findings of this NUREG will .be used to support the
assumption ofisecular equilibrium for the entirety ofithe uranium and thorium decay series
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: With.respect to the baghouse dust, because of its low radioactivity concentration, it was not
possible to perform Kd testing because many ofithe results were not detectable (i.e., resiilts

were not above the MDA). However, the baghouse dust is chémically similar to the slag,
and its only physical difference!is significantly greater surface area. The following brief
discussion ofthe metallurgical process that has been in place at Newfield over. the years may
be helpful in understandrug this conclusron -

In the production of ferroniobiUm (ferrocolumbium) or ferrbvanadium, the ore concentrate
is melted in a three-phase electric arc-furnace with a number of additives, including iron
(Fe), lime (Ca0), magnesium oxide (MgO) and aluminum (A plus other minor additives.®

- In the process, the more easily-reduced metallic elements, Fe and Nb, separate and sink to

the bottom of the furnace while the less- -easily reduced oxides remain on top ofithe furnace
as slag. During this hrgh temperature processes, gases, dusts and fumes-are produced from -
the furnace which are removed by a gas treatment system, primarily a baghouse and_
extraction fan system. The materials in the gas stream that end up in the bag house can be
produced by the followrng ‘

. ,Volatrlrzatron of materials in the furnace This will be prlmarrly materials from the
' top ofthe furnace (the slag) but biased toward the more volatile elements (Na, K, Zn,
Al Ca). Heavier elements, such as uranium and thorium, are not eas11y volatrlrzed

+ even at the temperatures of the furnace, thus they tend to remain with the slag. :

o

l

‘. ~ Mass transport of dusts out ofithe furnace in the gas stream - These will be prrmarrly

materrals from the top of the furnace (the slag) » R

N

. ) !
. Mass transport of materials being fed to the furnace in the gas- stream Typrcally the

ore is fed to the furnace inithe earlrer stages ofithe reduction process Whrle alumrnum
is fed in the later stages.

- As aresult of these processes, slag-like material is transported from the furnace in the gas
~ stream. The primary difference between slag and baghouse dust is thus particle size and

surface area. While slag is generated in pieces with.dimensions measured in inches to feet,

.the baghouse dust has a much smaller particle size and is best described as granular or

sandy rather than dusty

_Because baghouse dustis srmrlar in nature to slag, with the exceptron of surface area,- it is

reasonable to assume that the Kd determined for the release rate of radroactrvrty from :

crushed slag, is equally applrcable to the baghouse dust

' Actron to be Taken A source term document wrll be prepared that descrlbes the volumes'
of the consolidated materral the “upper confidence level” radioactivity release rates, the
‘radlonuclrde concentratrons and the data sets used to. develop these numbers "Applicable

"6 SMC uses electric arc furnace for assisted aluminothermic reduction of niobium and vanadium ores.



| sect1ons of the DP will be revised to 1nclude the aforement1oned 1nformatlon Rev Ib of the !
DP that captures these comm1tments will be prov1ded to the USNRC by May 16, 2008

RAI No. 18 (Secﬁon 5.4.3.3) Prov1de adequate character1zat1on of sorpt1on parameters for use in
the performance assessment.. A
Path Forward No. 18a: Determine the Kd values for each of the zones to be used in the
performance assessment or expla1n why* the values in the DP are adequate

SMC Response See response to RAI No 3 and 17

@

Actlon to be Taken See Act1ons to Be Taken in response to RAI No. 5 and 17:

. RAI No. 19: (Append1x E) SMC should provide 1nformat1on regard1ng r1prap gradat1ons r1prap ‘
" durability, and qual1ty assurance procedures for rock’ product1on and placement..

Path Forward No. 19a: Provide additional information regardmg the quality assurance (QA) ;
progranis, quality-control (QC) programs, testing procedures, and inspection procedures that will
- be used during construction to confirm rock gradations, rock layer thicknesses, and rock quality. The
““information should include the specific tests and the frequency of test1ng General gu1dance may be’

found in NUREG 1623 and NUREG- 1757 : - Co ;

Lo

SMC Response The requested 1nformat1on is be1ng prov1ded

Actlon to be Taken: The rock to be used as the cover of the eng1neered barrier. w1ll be
... selected in accordance with NUREG 1623 criteriato be durable and withstand the forces of
* weathering. Rock durability testing will bé conducted in accordance with NUREG-1623 in

* - order to determine an "overall rock quality score." The rock scoring will be eyaluated with - -

a respect to scoring guidellnes establ1shed in NUREG-1623 and NUREG-1757 (Vol. 2, Rev

1). Petrographic analyses of the rock source and available published data will be used to . -

~ - demonstrate the absence of adverse minérals that could cause rapid degradation of the rock,’ '
“such as clays, olivine, or calcite cement. The presence of heterogene1t1es such as-clay or -
- shale partings, interbeds, fractures, alteration zones or vein depos1ts will also be evaluated'

_since these features can also have an impact on res1stance to freeze-thaw forces and ability

* to achieve the acceptable size of.rock from the quarfy. . Direct ev1dence and/or "indirect
evidence w1ll also be used in the evaluat1on of the rock's resistance to weather1ng '
Visual 1nspect1on of a test sect1on of rock placement w1ll be used to determ1ne if ahy
modifications to the proposed placement methods are required. An engineering specification .
similar to the sample presented in Appendix F of NUREG-1623 and in-field QA/QC controls

- during the placement of the rocks will-ensure: proper rock placement during construction.
- Such controls could include visual inspections (shapes, sizes, seams) and possibly in the
performance of continued testing (e.g., Schmidt Hammer tests) throughout the placement
. process. As the Abt/Johnson method of rock sizing described in NUREG-1623 was used in

designing the rock coyer, the rock thickness is at least twice the average rock size (D50).- :
As indicated in Figure 18.8 of the DP (Rev: 1a) and in Appendix E of the DP (Rev la), the
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side slope will be covered with-6 inches of rock with a D50 of 3 inches, the top will be

‘covered with 3 inches of rock with a D50 of inch and the apron at the toe of the slope will
be covered with 15 inches of rock with a D50° of 5 iniches.”'As D50 rock sizes are less than
8 inches, prov1d1ng a relatively uniform thickness of rock at the spec1f1ed gradatlon should
not be difficult; therefore, the need for individual rock _placement is not env1sroned in
accordance with the NUREG 1623 guldance ' :

‘Rev. lb of the DP will include specifications for the rock material that is selected, including
QA/QC programs, testing procedures and mspectron procedures. Applicable sectrons ofthe” -
DP will be revised to include the aforementroned information. ,

' Path Forward No. 19b: SMC should select a rock source and indicate the quarry and source that
“will be used. As discussed above, SMC should provide detailed information and test data regarding

- gradations, durability, and QA/QC procedures that will be used for the selected rock source. Ifthere -

is significant variability in the rock source at the quarry, SMC should provide additional information-
regarding the QA/QC programs that will be 1mplemented atthe quarry to assure consistency in rock
productron :

- SMC Response The requested mformatron is bemg provrded

. Action to be Taken: SMC.is currently evaluaﬁng potentral sources of rock and will- be
conductmg a visit to a local quarry(ies)-to further support the identification of a potential
source of rock in Rev. Ib. The NRC will be invited to participate in such visits. Depending
in part on the availability of existing test data for the rock source, SMC anticipates that rock

- samples will be collected for subsequent testing and source characterization. Section 8.3 (or
associated appendices) ofiRev. 1b of the DP will.include information regarding the source
of the rock, the quarry and available test data for the rock.- If variability in the rock source
is indicated, additional mforlnatlon willbe prov1ded regarding the QA/QC programsthat wrll .
be 1mplemented at the quarry to ensure the quality and uuiformity of the rock delivered to
the site. Rev. 1b ofithe DP that captures these commrtments will be provrded to the USNRC‘ E
by May 16, 2008. . '

" RAI No. 20: (Sectrons 5.2.22.1,53.3, and 5.43. 2) Correct the statements related to the use of a

. geomembrane in the engineered barrier.

Path Forward No. 20a: Correct these and any other mconsrstencres in the DP SO the entire
document reflects the latest design mformatron ' : :

' ;_SMC Response: The requested action wil'l be taken.
Action to be Taken: All references to a geornemb_rane will be removed from the DP. Rev.l, N

Ib of the DP that captures this commitment, and that corrects any other inconsistencies in -
_the design of the engineered barrier will be provided to the USNRC by May 16;2008.
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RAI No. 21: (Sectron 5. 3) Correct d1scuss1on in the DP regardrng the engrneered barrrer and it
relation-to the groundwater pathway cons1deratlons -
Path Forward No. 21a: Clarify and correct statéments made regardlng the englneered barrier and o
its relation to the. groundwater pathway cons1deratlons of the dose assessment. . '

' SMC Response The requested actron w1ll be takeu

. ACthll to be Taken All references to.a geomembrane will be removed from the DP and -

a discussion will be provided of the infiltration control features to be incorporated into the
engineered barrier. Dose assessments performed in support of the DP will include the
groundwater pathway as applicable. Rev. 1b of the DP that captures these commltments will
be prov1ded to the USNRC by May 16 2008

RAI No. 22: (Sectlons 5432 and 8. 3) Provrde an approprrate and complete englneered barr1er
~ desigmr and degradation analysis.
Path Forward No. 22a: Provide an analys1s of the 1mpact of the range of d1sruptlon/degradatlon
mechanisms and scenarios, and either a comparison of those impacts to the non-conformance level
of degradation or a comparison of the resulting doses to the 10 CFR 20.1403 dose criteria. In this "
~ analysis, include the engineered barrier geotechnical degradation mechanisms- of slope stability;
settlement, liquefaction, freeze/thaw, and root penetration, particularly under the loss-of-control
conditions. Figure 18.8 of the DP (Rev. 1) shows vegetation on the cover-surface. Identify the type
of seed mixes to be used and provide a planting schematic that shows the type and location of -
vegetatlon that would be planted on the englneered barrrer :

SMC Response " The requested 1nformatlon is being prov1ded ‘The referenced ﬁgurel

(Figure 18.8 of Rev. 1 of the DP) was. assoc1ated with the original soil cover engineered =

barrier and does not reflect the stone cover that was incorporated into the engrneered barrier

“under Rev. la of the DP. As indicated inFigure 18.8 of Rev. la, a rock-covered surface is- -

now the basis for the engineered barrier. Any vegetation proposed as part of the stone cover
: would only serve as a non- structural landscap1ng feature. .

Action to be Taken Section 8 3 (or assoc1ated appendices) of DP will be rev1sed to include
. - an analysis of the d1sruptlon/degradatlon mechanisms, including slope stability, settlement,
- liquefaction, freeze/thaw, and root penetratlon An evaluation with- respect to either the
non-conformance level of degradatlon or a comparison of the resulting doses to the.
- applicable 10 CFR 20.1403 dose criteria will be provided. Any potential vegetative cover -
proposed as part of the stone coyer will be shallow-rooted drought-resistant grasses that are
designed only to enhance the visual appearance of the. badrrier. Rev..1b of the DP that
captures these commltments wrll be provrded to the USNRC by May 16, 2008.

RAI No 23: Evaluate the effect of addrtronal leach test results on the englneered barrier des1gn

Path Forward No. 23a: . Evaluate the effect of additional slag and baghouse dust leach’ testing
results on dose assessments, and, if necessary for compliance; revise the engineered barrier design
and related monrtorrng and maintenance as approprlate Th1s revaluation could resultin the potent1al
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need for added elements to the cover desrgn to reduce potent1al leaching and transport of o
: radronuclrdes such asan infiltration layer to reduce infiltration or a composite rock/vegetatrve cover -
" to increase evapotranspiration, or both.. To risk-inform the desrgn process and evaluate uncertainties -
in long-term natural processes and engineered barrier performance, consider conducting sensitivity
analyses of a range of assumptions for leaching, infiltration, evapotranspiration, cover degradation, -
“and other factors to demonstrate the significance of these key factors and design elements on
compliance with the dose criteria. Use the results from these analyses to describe the rrsk-rnformed
basis for the engineered barrier design. Furthermore, if the engineered barrier cover desrgn is
revised, the proposed long-term monitoring and maintenance activities and annual costs may also
.need revision along with the trust fund amount.

. SMC Response As descr1bed in the response to RAL. No. 5 and 17, no add1tlonal leach
test1ng of the slag and baghouse dust is deemed necessary.. The design of the engrneered
" barrier is being fine-tuned to add an infiltration barrier consisting ofia very low permeabrlrty_
' sorl layer and other naturally occurrmg soil and processed rock layers :

. Action to be Taken: Uncertainties in long-terim natural processes_ and engineered barrier
performance will be evaluated by tonducting sensitivity analyses of assumptions related to
such factors as leaching, infiltration, evapotranspiration and cover degradation. The results
of these analyses will establish the srgmﬁcance ofithese factors on maintaining compliance
‘with the applicable dose criteria and will be used to present the risk-informed basis for the

~.engineered barrier design. If long- -term momtorrng and maintenance requirements change
as a resuh of this analysis, the associated ‘monitoring/maintenance costs will be adjusted

: accordrngly Section 8.3 of the DP will be revised to reflect the results of the sensitivity
-analyses ofiengineering design factors and the risk-informed basis for the engineered barrier. -

Chapter 5 of the DP will be revised to include consideration for the results of the sensitivity -

analyses. Rev. lb of the DP that captures these commrtments will be provrded to the
USNRC by May 16, 2008.

B RAI No. 24 (Sectrons 5.4.3.2 and 5 4.3. 3) Explam or correct 1nconsrstenc1es in. assumptlons for
material properties.’ : : : -
Path Forward No. 24a: Explarn or.correct the- apparent 1nconsrstenc1es in the dose assessment
assumptions for hydraulic conductivity and densrty of cover materrals and sub- sorls Identify the
source for the off-site materrals - : -

SMC Response: The text in Section 5.4.3.2 and 5.4.3.3 was not revised at the same time
that other information regarding the subsurface soils was revised, lead1ng to the apparent
' 1ncons1stenc1es in dose assessment assumptions.

* Action to be. Taken: The features and characteristics of the subsurface sorl for both the -
~ unsaturated and saturated zones wrll be provided in the DP. The input parametersto the
RESRAD computer code for each exposure scenario will be modified to be consistent with
- current conditions at the site. The input parameters will be reviewed to verify consistency
w1th the scenarioand text prov1ded in: Chapter 4 and 5 ofthe DP. The character1st1cs ofthe
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offo-srte materials to be used in the englneered barr1er will be deflned within the detarled .
design information to be lncorporated within the DP, as described in the response to RAI No..
. '25. Rev. 1b ofithe DP that captures these commltments will be prov1ded to the USNRC by
: May 16, 2008. ' . .

RAI No. 25 (Sectron 8.3) Provrde 1nformatron related to the ﬁnal design, constructron monrtorrng, :
and maintenance ofithe engineered barrier. :
Path Forward No. 25a: Provide more specrﬁc and detailed information on the engineered barrier

design; sequence of engineered barrier: constructron activities, monitoring, and maintenance as " '

. itemized in the list in Section 8.3, page 95. include englneered barrier design details, geotechnrcal .
characterization and testing ofi materials, QA and QC plans for construction, the Operation-and
Maintenance Plan, information on post- -closure monitoring, and revisions to the current surveillance
and monitoring costs (Table 17.14) once the actual monitoring; and maintenance has been identified.
Supporting “inforniation should . 1nclude schematlcs and cross sections of: the restricted area
cell/engineered barrier. Provide a descr1ptron ofi the equipment (for example, bulldozers and
- front-end loaders) that will be used for constructlng the englneered barrier and plans for survey and
decontamrnatron ofi the equ1pment . : :

' SMC Response: Th’e requestedrinformation is'being provided.
Actron to be Taken: Sectron 8.3 and assocrated append1ces of the DP wrll be rev1sed to
1ncorporate/reference engineering design 1nformatron and specifications for the engrneered ,
barriet, including additional information on the need for monitoring and maintenance and
‘enginéering cross-sections. Typical types ofi ‘equipment to be used in the construction ofithe
- barrier will be described and descr1ptlons ofithe release protocol for the equipment will be
provided. Rev. lb ofithe DP that captures these commrtments wrll be prov1ded to the

: USNRC by May 16 2008. ~ : :

RAI No. 26 (Sectron 8.3) Addrtronal lnformatlon and analyses should be prov1ded if SMC 1ntends Co
to use rounded rock for erosion protection. S
Path Forward No. 26a: SMC should select a rock source as soon as poss1ble If rounded rock wrll
be used, SMC should discuss the effects ‘on the' requlred size of the rock. ‘

SMC Response: While SMC 1nd|cated during initial on-site. techn1cal d1scussrons w1th the
USNRC that rounded rock mrght be considered for the engineered barrier, after further
consideration the use of angular rock for erosion control” was selected. . The calculations
- presented in Appendix E ofithe DP (Rev la) indicate that the analysis is conducted for rock
that was assumed to meet the criteria specified in section D-2.2.2 of; NUREG 1623. The
referenced criteria include the assumption that the rock is angular, so the analyses presented
in Appendrx E ofithe DP (Rev la) were based on the use ofi angular rock ‘

Action to be Taken Section 8.3 of the DP wrll be revised to reﬂect the changes made to

the cover design and will clearly state that angular rock will be used. Rev. 1b ofithe DP that
. captures this commrtrnent will be provided to the USNRC by May 16, 2008. .
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~ RAI No. 27: (Sections 7 and 16) Eligibility criteria of 10 CFR 20.1403(a): Demonstrate clearly

- what method SMC is using to show complrance wrth 10 CFR 20 1403(a) the eligibility
requirements for use of restricted use. :

- Path Forward No. 27a: To demonstrate compliance with 10 CFR 20.1403(a), clanfy wh1ch ofthe

two options. (or both) is intended to demonstrate, compliance: that further reductions in residual

. radioactivity :to comply with the unrestricted use criteria: (1)would .resuh in net public or
environmental harm; or (2) were not bemg made because the resrdual levels assoc1ated with

restr1cted condrtrons are ALARA. - ‘

SMC Response: As shown in Chapter 7 of the DP, the total risk of fatalrty to the publlc

under the license termination (LT)- alternative i is srgnrﬁcantly greater than that associated

with the other two available alternatrves (i.e.; Long-term Control or LTC and license

continuation or LC). Further reductions in. residual radroact1v1ty beyond that proposed '
: would result in net public harm. - ' : '

. Fromran ALARA standpornt the total costs of each alternatrve 1nclud1ng 1mplementatron'
~costs and the costs associated with radiological and non-radiological risks, were calculated.
_..~Once again, the cost for the LTC alternatlve is lower than for either the LC or the LT
_ alternatives. - '

CoIn sumrnary, Chapter 7 of the DP shows that the LTC option provides both the lowest risk -
-*to a member of the public and the lowest cost. However, the dose modelrng to be performed -
in support of the DP is.being revised (se¢ RAI No. 13), the results of which will be used as
input to revised ALARA calculations., At this time SMC is relying on both elrglblllty
- criteria. A,ﬁnal.,determination will be made after the revised analyses are complete

. Action to- be Taken: Chapter 7 of the DP will be’ revrsed to note that both optrons .
demonstrate compliance. Section 7.3. 11 of the DP will be modified to incorporate the -

findings of both options after ‘the revised dose estimates are incorporated into the - |

calculations. Rev. 1b of the DP that captures these commrtments wrll be prov1ded to the".
"USNRC by May 16, 2008 : - , . .

RAI No. 28: (Section 7) Eligibility cr1ter1a of 10 CFR 20. 1403(a) If asserting net publlc orji
environmental harm; then demonstrate net harm.

Path Forward No. 28a: If the licensee asserts net public or envrronmental harm as the bas1s for
complrance with 10 CFR 20.1403(a), then the licensee' must demonstrate that there is net harm, and
the public or.environmental beneﬁts must be compared to detrrments without including the cost of
the action in the equatron :

SMC Response: Sectron 7.3.6 of the DP. shows the collect1ve dose for the LTC opﬁon is

193 person-rem versus 344 person-rem for the LT option and 763 person-rem for the LC
option. The benefit from averted dose is thus negatlve and there would be net publlc or
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env1ronmental harm from pursulng elther the LCorLT optlons accordlng to the following .
equat1on from NUREG 1757 : ’

 Net harm oceurs 1f B < Cost acc T COSTTR + COSTWDOSE + COSTED ‘
where B,p is the benefit from averted dose Cost Acc 1S the costs of workplace -
accidents, COSTy is the costs of transportatron fatalities, COSTy,pos; is the costs of . -

remed1atlon worker dosé, and COSTyp is the costs of any env1ronmental degradation.

' The dose modellng to be performed in support of the DP is belng revised, the results of

* which will be used as input to reyised ALARA calculations. Therefore, at this time SMC =~

A believes a uet harm is shown, but a final response to. this RAI based on s1te specific dose
values wrll be prov1ded once the dose modelrng is completed

Action to be Taken: Chapter 7 of the DP w1ll be revised to make clear that both net harm
and cost weré considered in the demonstration of compllance and that there is net harm from
implementing other than the LTC option dué to highet cost and greater risk:’ Appllcable
sections of the DP will be modified to incorporate results of revised calculations after the'
‘revised dose estimates are incorporated into the calculations. Rev. 1b ofthe DP that captures
these commitments will be prov1ded to the USNRC by May 16, 2008 A

RAI No. 29: (Sect1on 7 El1g1b111ty cr1ter1a of 10 CFR 20 1403(a) If assertmg ALARA for the .
eligibility requlrements, then incremental changes to the proposed restricted use. approach should -
be evaluated. :

- Path Forward No: 29a: Include as part of the ALARA analy51s con51deratlon of 1ncremental o
changes to the proposed restricted use approach If the licensee believes there are no such

incremental changes to evaluate the llcensee should prov1de a Just1f1cat10n |
SMC Response: Incremental analyses are not expected to show any conclusions different
from those presented in the DP. For example, removal of €verything other than slag from-
.the materials to be consolidated under ‘the englneered barrier will not reduce the dose -
- potential beyond that associated with the LTC option because of the relative difference in
radionuclide concentrations, and will increase the total project cost.’ Another option,
removal of the slag only, leaving | beh1nd the baghouse dust and soily will not permit release
of the site for unrestricted use nor will it reduce the cost or accident. potential beyond that
associated with the LTC option. Ananalysis that assumes a portion of the slag was removed
would have to assume removal of essentlally all of the slag because the continued presence
of even a few hundred pounds of slag would preclude releasé of the site for unrestrlcted use. -

Actlon to be_Taken: Notw1ths_tand1ng the.above con51deratlons, the following 1ncremental
_analyses will be performed once the dose modeling has been completed: (1) Off-site
disposal of all materials as radioactive waste with the exception of the slag stockpiles; (2) -
Off-site disposal of the slag stockpiles only as radioactive waste; and (3) Off-site’ disposal
of 50% of the slag stockp1les only as radloactrve waste The ﬁndmgs of these analyses will.

1
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be 1ncorporated into Chapter 7 of Rev Ibof the DP to be provrded to the USNRC by May
16, 2008. . ‘ -

. RAI No. 30: (Sectlon 7) E11g1b111ty criteria of 10 CFR 20. 1403(a) If assertlng ALARA for the - -
eligibility requirements, benefits and detriments should be compared.”

Path Forward No. 30a: For the ALARA analysis, the licensee: 'should compare benefits to -

detriments or costs. The licensee should evaluate th'e'doses averted as a benefit of each alternative. R

SMC Response: If the LC alternative (i. e.; no action) is-used as the baseline or point of .

comparison, the LT and LTC alternatives may be comparedto it. As shown'in Chapter 7 of -
“the DP, the LC alternative results.in a total dose potential of 828 person-rem. The LT

alternative, with its dose potential of344.5 person:rem; gives a net benefit of 483:5 person- -
“.rem: Using the NUREG-1757 Volume 2 Appendix N recommendation of cost per person- *

. rem(i.e.; $2,000), this translates into a-dollar benefit of $967,000. The LTC alternative, with ~

its dose potential of 193.2 person-rem, resuhs in a dose benefit over the LC alternative, of
634.8 person-rem and a dollar benefit of $1,269,600. As shown in Chapter 7 of the DP, the

- maximum dose averted (i.e., the lowest overall populatlon dose)is assoc1ated w1th the LTC ‘
alternative, wh1ch also proyides the greatest beneﬁt

- Actlon to be Taken: Section 7&3.7 of the DP Wlll be revised to include a 'more detailed
presentation of the benefits of dose averted. In addition; a statement regardlng the net harm’
- from implementing the options with the’ h1gher costand greatest risk will be added. Further
changes to Chapter 7 will be made after the results of revised dose estimates are 1ncorporated’
into the various calculations. Rév. 1b.of the DP that captures these commitments will be -

B prov1ded to the USNRC by May 16 2008. : :

-RAI No. 31: (Sectlon 7) E11g1b111ty criteria of 10 CFR 20: 1403(a) Address n11n1mal 1ncremental
actions necessary to achieve unrestricted.use. .

Path Forward No. 31a: Whether using either the net publrc or envrronmental harm optron or the
ALARA option, the licensee should either evaluate what minimal incremental actrons or measures

* (compared to the proposed actlon) Would be necessary to meet the unrestricted use critéria, or .-

- ~ demonstrate that the LT alternative prov1des the minimum further reductlon in res1dua1 radroactrvrty- "

“and dose necessary to meet the unrestr1cted use cr1ter1a ,
SMC Response See response to RAI No. 29

Actron to be Taken ‘See Actlon to be Taken in response to RAI No 29.
RAINo. 32: (Sectlon 7) E11g1b111ty cr1ter1a of 10 CFR 20 1403(a): The 11censee S e11g1b111ty ALARA
analysis should address other societal and socioeconomic considerations.

" Path Forward No. 32a: SMC's eligibility analysis, for compliance with 10 CFR 20. 1403(a) needs '
~ to more fuilly discuss the costs and benefits of the proposed action, and- of alternatives to the’
proposed action. In the eligibility analysis, SMC' should include societal and socioeconomic
considerations, including the undue burdens identified by the SSAB, considerations idenfified in the
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“ Statements of Consideration for the LTR, and.the considerations identified in the NRC staff
guidance (NUREG- 1757). The’ licensee should quantlfy benefits and costs that can reasonably be
quantrﬁed to allow better comparison between alternatives. Alternative decommissioning activities
such as removal of the radioactive material may. produce a societal benefit of reduction in public
* opposition, which | may be difficult to quantlfy One approach that would be acceptable to the NRC
staff is for the licensee to determine the bases of. the public opposition, and‘to quantify those bases
(e.g., quantlﬁcatlon of the benefit of avoiding impaet on property values versus costs of removing .
the contaminated material). For'other benefits or costs that cannot be quantified; the licensee should -
_ dlscuss the benefit or cost and should 1nd1cate that it cannot quantlfy that aspect o

SMC Response: One area. where soc1etal beneﬁt can be reasonably quantified is the o '

potential value of the real estate which could released for unrestricted use. Review of

- current (October 2007) local real estate prices in the Newfield area indicates a maximum
value of land of approximately $150,000 per acre. Assuming the eight-acre Storage Yard
is, released for unrestricted use and is developed and sold for industrial purposes at this unit
rate, it would be worth $1,200,000, although it should be noted that the land is adjacent to - ‘
a disused but not yet closed mun1c1pal waste disposal facility that will limit the value of this

property srgnrﬁcantly This valuation may"also increase property tax revenues by an -

~ undetermined, but small, annual amount. It is also expected that the cost of remediating this

 property for release for residential use at the inaximum potential iand value would exceed -

- the additional‘value of the land. Therefore a limited-industrial use of the property is the
most likely scenario (see also Response to RAI No 13 in regard to future land use)

- As the NRC notes, there are also perceptron related aspects that are drfﬁcult to quant1fy
While there- currently is public opposition . as discussed in the response to RAI 71, SMC
. believes much of this controversy can be addressed once the NRC completes its technical
evaluation. While removing: the res1dual .radioactivity from the Storage Yard in.order to
permit free-release of the site may. be ong-method, SMC 1mplemented an approach at its
o Cambrldge Ohip facility that is similar to that proposed in the DP: Timely completion of -
decommissioning work was equally effectrve in reducrng public opposition. Specifically,
the potential incremental increase in adJacent property values from not being in proximity
to the engineered barrier, and the ;aesthetic benefit of not having a mound -of earth
'surrounded by a fence in the’ nelghborhood cannot be reasonably assessed as the visual site
analysis presented in Section4.9 ofthe ER indicates that the covered materials in the Storage
-Yard will not be visible from most ofthe area surround1ng the facrlrty dueto the surroundlng :
vegetatlon and structures N »
Actron to be.Taken: The aforementloned quantrﬁable and unquant1ﬁable information will
be presented in Chapter 7 of the DP, Wthh will be revised to incorporate the findings of the
. site-specific dose modeling. ‘Rev. 1b of the DP that captures this commrtment w1ll be
~ provided to the USNRC by May 16, 2008 ‘
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RAI No. 33: (Section 7) Eligibility criteria of 10 CFR 20.1403(a): Provide Jusﬁﬁcation for
concluding that sale to, and disposal of slag at, the International Uranium Corporation (1UC)
. uranium mill is not a viable decommissioning option. - '
Path Forward No. 33a: Provide documentation to.support the conclus1on about the non- feaS1b111ty ‘
of send1ng the slag to lUC for uranium extraction.

SMC Response It has always been SMC s pos1tion that beneﬁcial reuse of the mater1als ’
~currently in the Storage Yard at the Newfield site, particularly the slag,.is a desirable option

Such a reuse, ifi feasible, would, displace the use of other slags or raw materials in an

1ndustr1al process In the case of uranium extraction, it would’ replace uranium ore. !

Because of the presence of licensable radioactivity in the slag, recycling as a. slag fluidizer -
_ in steel manufacture, much like SMC's vanadium slag is used, is not viable. Likewise, the.
~ opportunity for uranium recovery is not currently viable and is not likely to become viable

in the foreseeable future. From recent e-mail exchanges with Mr. Harold R Roberts of =

International Uranium Corporation (see Attachment 10), the price of uranium would have
to reach in excess of $200 per pound of U3O8 in order for extraction to be economically

" viable. While uranium recovery, if undertaken would likely be through a long-term
contract, comparison to the spot uranium price can be used to gauge market conditions. -As
of October 22, 2007 ‘the spot uranium price was -$85.00 per Ib as U3O \
(http://www.uxc: com/review/uxc Prices.aspx).” While the uranium demand has led to -
roughly an eight-fold an increase in price since the 1990's, that increase is still 1nsuff1c1ent
to make uranium recovery commercially viable for Newﬁeld slag. .

Cltis important to note that mineral recovery opportunities, even 1f viable, are only applicable
" to the recycle/re-use of the slag. The baghouse dust, soils and other materials to be
consolidated under the engineered barrier could not be subJect torecovery. Furthermore, the
thoriuin in the slag has no re-use potential and would thus- require disposal ; at additional cdst .
(see Attachment 10).
Action to be Taken: ‘Section 7.1 of the DP will be modiﬁed to 1nclude a new Subsection
- 7.1.4, “Non-viable Recovery Options” that will present the aforementioned information.
Rev. 1b of the DP that captures this commitment wrll be prov1ded to the USNRC by May
.. 16,2008.. '

RAI No. 34: '(Section 7 and 16) ALARA analysis under 10 CFR 20.1403(e): Provide an ALARA « = -
evaluation of the residual radioactivity under conditions of institutional controls no longer in effect :
" to demonstrate compliance with 10 CFR 20.1403(¢). ' ‘ ,
-Path Forward No. 34a: Provide a demonstration of compliance for §20 l403(e) ALARA for
_ conditions when institutional controls are no longer in effect. This demonstration should evaluate
potential incremental changes to the proposed approach and the1r impaet on doses for conditions
-when 1nst1tut10nal controls are no longer in effect. : o ‘

" This does not'include the cost of transportation‘, estimated to be between $125 and $150 per pound.
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SMC Response The requested 1nformatron is bemg provided. .

:Actron to be Taken: A demonstratlon of ALARA condrtrons in the case when mstltutlonal .

controls are no longer in efféct will be presented in Chapter 7 of the DP'as it is revised to
B mcorporate the ﬁndmgs of the site-specific dose modeling. Rev. 1b of the DP that captures
* this commitment will be provrded to the USNRC by May l6 2008.

* RAI No. 35 (Secﬁon 7) Calculations of costs. and beneﬁts for ehglbllrty and ALARA analyses:
. Calculate doses or dose averted over the 1000-year compliance period.
. Path Forward No. 35a: For the eligibllity and ALARA analyses, the hcensee should e1ther
‘calculate doses or doses averted over the 1000- -year dose complrance perlod or justify the alternative
~ used. See NUREG-1 757, Sectron N.I. 2 ‘ o ¢

SMC Response The requested 1nformatlon is bemg prov1ded

Action to be Taken: Section 7. 2 1.2 of the DP will be revised to mclude clarification that
‘the annual doses associated with the applicable alternatives are either unchanged over the
1 OOO-year comnpliance period, or that the maximum dose potential, regardless of when it .
*occurs over the 1,000-year compliance period, was used for the calculations. Furthermore,
" the updated calculations to be performed .once the site-specific dose modeling is complete .
will include the discounted cost of the dose. Finally, the dose to an individual over.a 70-year”
" life span or a 30-year working life will be clarified to reflect these as 1nd1v1dual risks. Rev.
- 1b of the DP that captures these commrtments wrll be provrded to the USNRC by May 16,
. 2008 : : : ‘

'RAI No. 36 (Sectron 7) Calculations of costs and beneﬁts for e11g1b1hty and ‘ALARA analyses -
‘For changes in land values, _consider land use over the IOOO-year comphance perrod
Path Forward No. 36a: For evaluating changes in land values, the licensee: should consider the

- reasonably foreseeable land uses over the, 1000-year compliance period and discuss the status of o

non-radiological, investigations at the soilsite. The licensee should either 1nclude evaluation ofland
uses foreseeable after non- radrologlcal contaminants have been substantially reduced or Jusﬁfy that -

~ * non- radlologlcal contaminants will not be reduced sufﬁclently for residential- land use. .

SMC Response See Response to RALNo. 13 in regard to future land use and to RAI No.
32 inregard to an estimated land value of $l 200 000 if the restr1cted area is remedrated and .
made suitable for mdustrral use. o B - :

ACthl‘l to be Taken: See Actron to be Taken in response to RAINo. 13 and 32

RAI No. 37:. (Sectlon 7 Calculations of costs’ and benefits for e11g1b111ty and ALARA analyses

.. Provide a comparison among alternatives of all costs and benefits evaluated:

" Path Forward No. 37a: The licensee needs to compare all the costs and benefits among the. '
altematives, to complete the eligibility and ALARA analyses. In particular, for costsor benefits that -
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have not been quantlﬁed SMC should: Stlll prov1de sufﬁclent d15cussnon to qual1tat1vely compare
the alternat1ves - . \

SMC Response The requested 1nformat1on is belng prov1ded as partof the rev1sed ALARA
'-evaluatlon in a revision to Chapter 7. The quantified costs are already described in Chapter
17, and will be referenced in the revised ALARA analysis. As discussed in the response to -
RAINo. 32, unquantifiable socletal and socioeconomic cons1derat1ons w1ll be addressed in
' 'Rev b of the DP. ‘

Action to be Taken Section 7.3.8 of the DP will be revised to include a description of all
. costs and benefits as described above. Rev. Ib of the DP that captures this commitment w1ll
be provided to the USNRC by May 16 2008. :

RAI No. 38 (Sect1on 7) Calculatlons of costs aud benefits for el1g1bll1ty and ALARA analyses o

Provide an evaluation using zero discountrate or w1th a sens1t1v1ty analysis-of the discount rate for
" the present worth calculations for the value of future doses.

Path Forward No. 38a: The licensee should include some method for analyz1ng the '
E 1ntergenerat1onal concerns, by including an analysis with no discounting or with a sensitivity .
_analysis of the discount rate. (The NRC staff acknowledges, thatas it currently stands, the DP (Rev. -
“1) is somewhat unclear about whether d1scount1ng is applied. The calculdtions of Section 7.3. 6

include use of a 3% discount rate. However, it appears that the costs of’ the doses 1ncluded in the

Table in Sectlon 7.4 do not: 1nclude any dlscountlng )

- SMC Response The requested 1nformatlon is belng provided.

Act1on to be Taken: Chapter 7 of the DP will be revised to 1nclude an undiscounted cost
of the present value of doses received over the 1,000-year compliance period. If and when
discount rates are used, they will consistently applied at 1%, and/or a senshivity analysis will -
be performed to demonstrate the effect of the discounted rate on the selection of the
- alternatives. Rev. 1b of the DP that captures ! these ‘commitments will be prov1ded to the
'USNRC by May 16, 2008. ~

RAI No. 39: (Section 7) Calculations of costs‘and benefits for eligibility and ALARA analyses: .
Correct the use of the formula and recalculate the results for present worth in the eligibility and

* ALARA analyses: o C

Path Forward No. 39a: If SMC contifiues to use a discount rate to calculate the present worth of _‘
- future doses the calculat1on should be corrected. - Lo o o ’

SMC Response The requested information is belng prowded

Action to be Taken The appllcable sectlons of Chapter 7 will be revised to reflect the fact
. that the annual dose is used to calculate present wvalue rather than the dose over a life time .
- or working life. Rev.-1b of the DP that.captures th1s commitment will be prov1ded to the
USNRC by May 16, 2008.



RAI No. 40: (Section 7) Calculat1ons of costs and beneﬁts for el1g1b1l1ty and ALARA analyses For

doses to.members of the public after decomm1ss1on1ng, use.more s1te- spec1f1c unbiased analyses
for the dose assessments. :
-+ Path Forward No. 40a: The l1censee should e1ther use more s1te spec1f1c unb1ased dose estimates
for the’ : . ’ '
.ALARA analyses or demonstrate why the values used do not 1nappropr1ately bias the results of the .
el1g1b1l1ty and ALARA analyses ) : : : :

“SMC Response The current dose est1mates and subsequent costs were not 1ntended to, be
biased. The assessments were based on the assumpt1on that the maximum doses allowed. by

- regulations under each alternative would be realized: This.i was a worst case scenario for all .
alternat1ves More site- spec1f1c dose estimates will be generated and will be prov1ded

| , 'Actron to be Taken Chapter 7 of the DP will be rey1sed to make it clear that both netharm-
-and cost are cons1dered in the deinonstration of compliance. Applicable sections of the DP

will be modified to incorporate results of revised ALARA calculations based on site- spec1f1c .

. dose modeling after these results become available. Rev. 1b-of the DP that captures thls
'comm1tment will be provided to the USNRC 'by May 16, 2008 . '

"~ RAINo. 41: (Section 7) Calculations of costs and beneﬁts for el1g1b1l1ty and ALARA analyses
Correct inconsistencies in the ellgibility and ALARA analyses. -

- Path Forward No. 4la: The licensee should:either: be cons1stent in the el1g1b111ty and ALARA :; Ll

, analyses or should Just1fy the 1ncons1stenc1es oo ; s , ) L

SMC Response “The requested 1nformat1on is be1ng prov1ded ’
. Actron to be Taken Where appl1cable the dollar value of $2 000 per person-rem averted
. as recommended in NUREG-1737, Volume 2, Appendix N, Section N.1.1, Equation N:i,
-will be used for the ALARA calculations, to be finalized once: the results of s1te-spec1f1c T
. dose modeling bécome available:- Rev.’1b of the DP that captures th1s commrtment wrll be .
provided to the: USNRC by May 'i6, 2008. ' o e

RAI No. 42: (Sectron 7) Calculations of costs and benefrts for el1g1b1l1ty and ALARA analyses:
‘Provide more complete justification for the analysis of rail accidents.

Path Forward No. 42a: The licensee should provide additional details on and Just1f1cafron for the ,
rail fatality risk coefficient used in the elrg1b1l1ty and ALARA analyses. If appropr1ate the llcensee
* should revise the calculat1on to correctly apply the rrsk coefﬁc1ent

SMC Response: The requested 1nformat1on is being proy1ded. L
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) Action to be Taken: An 'updated rail fatallty r1sk coeft1c1ent will be taken from- 2005-

accident data as presented by the Federal Railroad Administration.*” These data show 887

fata11t1es over a total 0fi 790,496, 598 miles. The railcar miles data will be taken from the.

2005 from the Federal Bureau of Transportation Statistics, which shows 37,712 million
+ railcar mlles and 548 million train miles for Class I rail freight, for an average of 68.8 cars

- per train.' Multiplying the total train miles by the average number oficars per train, for total .
" _railcar miles, then dividing the total fata11t1es (887) by this'value (i.¢., 877 +3.77x10') gives g
a risk coefficient of:2.35x10® fatalities per rail car mile. Rev. Ib ofithe DP reflecting this

1nformatlon w1ll be. prov1ded to the USNRC by May 16, 2008

RAI No 43:. (Section 9.2) SMC should prov1de 1nformatlon on how Radlatlon Work Perm1tsf

(RWPs) are developed, reviewed, and irhplemented.

Path Forward No: 43a: Provide ‘information about - how ‘radioactive mater1al work .

procedures/practices (siich as RWPs) will be developed reviewed, implemented, and managed to

comply’ with the regulatory requ1rements and protect workers from 1on121ng rad1atlon during -

decomm1ssron1ng act1v1t1es
'SMC Response The requested 1nformatron is be1ng prov1ded

. 'ACthl’l to be Taken: The last paragraph in Sectlon 9 2 ofithe DP will be modlﬁed to’ read

- as follows: “Work procedures and practices associated with radioactive materials, such as
RWPs, are developed reviewed, implemented and managed pursuant to RSP-012, “Control -
.of Work”, and RSP-003, “Control of: Radratlon Safety Procedures”. In regard to how -

1nd1v1duals implementing RWP comm1tments will be 1nformed a bullet will be added to the

listing shown in"Section 9.4.3 ofithe DP that reads as follows: “Radiation Work Permh :
(RWPY) issue, modlﬁcatron termination and use.” Rev. Ib of the DP that captures these-

comm1tments w1ll be provided to the USNRC by May 16 2008

’ RAI No ' 44: (Sectlon 9. 3) Provide 1nformatlon to- descr1be responsrbllltres author1t1es and .

‘minimum qualification of all positions listed in Figure 18.10:

Path Forward No. 44a: SMC should submit 1nformatlon regardlng respons1b1ht1es and author1t1es~- ’

and minimum qualitications ofiall positions hsted in Figure 18.10. SMC also should describe how

it will provide NRC with the qualrtrcatlons of :any newly hired employees or replacements for these -

E posmons

SMC Re’sponse': The requested infor_rnation is being pi',oylded.:

s

8 See http //safetydata fra.dot: gov/OfﬁceofSafety/Query/Default asp"page statsSas asp

s The 2005 data are the most recent avarlable as.of the date of this response. A review of data from previous years

- indicates there is not a large fluctuation from year to yéar. If new data are released prlor to’ 1ssumg Revrsron ib. of the.

. DPit will be mcorporated at that time.
19 See http://www.bts.gov/pubhcat10ns/nationalitransportation_»statistics/csy/table___0‘l432.c§v.r ’
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_ Action to be Taken: Sectlon 9.3.2will be modlﬁed to 1nclude anew Sectron 9.3.2. 5 entitled
"Subcontractor H&S and QA Contacts" to read as follows: "Subcontractor personnel who
are assigned Health/Safety responsrbllltles for the services to be performed will be bound,
by contract requirements, to having a comblnatlon of education and experience in safety
practices appropriate to'the seryices to be provided, and will have designated responsibility

. for ensuring the safety program for their own personnel is consistent with the requirements

of Section 9.3.2.3 of the DP. All applicable: personnel performing on-site work will also

require current (within the past 18 months) OSHA (29 CFR 1910.120) Hazardous Waste
* Operations (HAZWOPER) training. Subcontractor personnel who are assigned Quality.
Assurance responsibilities for the services to be provided will be bound,. by contract
requirements, to having training 1nthe 1mplementatlon of quality programs, and will ensure
the relevant aspects of Section 9.3.2.4 of the DP are captured in in-house QA activities."
The second paragraph of Section 9.1 of the DP will be modified to include the following
sentence (after existing sentence two): "The names and qualifications of each individual
- assigned to serve as the Quallty Assurance Officer, Project Manager and Site Health &
Safety Officer will be provided to the USNRC immediately prior to the start of work: Ifone
of those key individuals is abset or unavailable for more than 10 calendar days, anew
appointment will be made and the USNRC will be notified of the name and qualrﬁcatrons

of the appointee. The new appointee will be designated "Acting" until such.time as the - .

USNRC has concurred with his/her quallﬂcatlons " Rev. 1b of the DP that captures these _
o ,commltments will be provided to the USNRC by May 16, 2008 :

(S

" RAINo. 45 (Secﬁon 9.3) Provide 1nformatlon regardlng the authorlty to stop work.

Path Forward No. 45a: SMC should describe which positions have the authority to stop work and
under what condltlons Ifthe QAO does not have the author1ty to stop work, prov1de an explanatron
for thls position. : :

SMC Response The requested 1nformatlon is be1ng prov1ded .
Actron to be Taken The follow1ng sentence will be added to the end ofSectlon 9.3.2.2 of .
the DP: “The Project Manager has the responsrblhty and author1ty to terminate any work
activities that do or may .violate. regulatory or contract requirements pursuant to SMC’s
Radiation Safety Procedure No. RSP-017, “Stop Work Authority”.” ” Thelastbullet in Action
9.3.2.3 of the DP will be modified to read as follows: -“The Site Health and Safety Officer
has the responsibility and authority to terminate any work activities pursuant to SMC’s™
Radiation Safety Procedure No. RSP-017, ‘Stop. Work Authority” if conditions indicate the -
potential for unnecessary radiation exposure to site persounel or members of the publlc, or -

for unsafe working conditions:” The following sentence will be added to the end of Section

. 9.3.2.4 of the DP: “The QAO has the responsrbrllty and authority to terminate any work
activities that may lead to- conditions adverse to the quality reqiiirements of the DP (see
Chapter 13) pursuant to SMC’s ‘Radiation Safety Procedure No. RSP-017, ‘Stop Work
Authority’.” Rev. 1b of the DP that captures these commltments wrll be provrded to the-
USNRC by May 16, 2008. .
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. RATI No. 46: (Section 9.3. l) The Radlatlon Safety Officer (RSO) needs to meet more strlngent
requirements than those described in the DP: '
- 'Path Forward No. 46a: SMC should revise the DP (Rev 1) descrrptlon of its quallﬁcat1ons for the
RSO. : :

SMC Response The requested mformaﬁon is bemg prov1ded

" Action to be Taken Sectlon 93.1 of the’ DP w1ll be modlﬂed to read as follows “The
RSO will be an employee of SMC or an SMC contractor and will have a Bachelors' degree
in the physical sciences, industrial hyg1ene or engineering from an accredited college or
university, with at least one (1) year of work experience in applled health physics, industrial

~ hygiene or similar work relevant'to rad1olog1cal hazards, and a thorough knowledge of the
- proper application and use of all radiation safety equipment used in connection with the
_ radioactivity present at the site, the chernical and analytical procedures used for. radlologlcal
~ sampling and monitoring, ‘and methodoldgies used to calculate personnel exposure to the:
radionuclides present at the site. Decommissioning-specific support will be provided to the
RSO by the Decommissioning Contractor (see - Secﬁon 9.3.2.1).” The name and
‘qual1ﬁcatlons of the individual serving as RSO for this work will be provided to the USNRC -
prior to the start of the on-site efforts.” Rev. 1b of the DP that captures th1s commitment w1ll
be provided to the USNRC by May 16, 2008 . '

- RAI No 47:" (Sections 9 4.2 and 9 4 3) SMC should prov1de 1nformatlon on how it w1ll determ1ne=

quallﬁcat1ons of its general employees and rad1atlon workers. -

" Path Forward -No. 47a: SMC should identify who will have authority over the general employees
and the radiation workers and how thosein author1ty wrll determ1ne the qual1ﬁcatlons of the general'

‘ employees and rad1at1on workers ‘ - : :

- SMC Response The requested mformatlon is bemg provided.

“ Action to- bé Taken: The followmg bullet will be added to the 11st1ng of Slte HSO

. responsibillties in Section 9.3.2.3'of the DP “With the assistance of the RSO, designate all - -

project personnel as either “General Employees” or “Radiation Workers” and maintain
“documentation sufficient to demonstrate that qualifications for those assignments remain in-

.- effect for the duration of work at the site.” Rev. 1b of the DP that captures th1s commltment
w1ll be provided to the USNRC by May 16, 2008

RAI No 48: (Sectlon 13) The DP does not. d1scuss the revision of quallty assurance (QA)
- documents.

. Path Forward No. 48a: SMC should- address how its QA documents will be rev1sed In add1t10n '
SMC should explain how its process for - rev1smg the documents w1ll be as rlgorous as the process
used to develop them. _ S B CL oL e

1

SMC Response: Therequested information is being'provided._ '
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Action to be Taken: The followrng paragraph will be added to Section 13 3 ofthe DP “All

QA documents prepared in support of the decommissioning effort (i.e., the QAPP, project- -

- _specific quality control manuals/policies, quality-affecting procedures, and technical reports)

will be peer-reviewed by an individual not responsible for their. preparation and approved-

by the Project Manager, the QAO and thé RSO prior to 1mplementatron Review, update

and re-approval of QA documents shall follow the same process :as the creation of a new -

document. No revisions to QA documeits, other than for error corrections, to address °

 identified quality failures,or as mandated by changes in the scope or work or work approach

- - will be made for the duration of the work effort.” . Rev. Ib of the DP that captures th1s
'.commrtment will be provrded to the USNRC by May 16, 2008.

" RAI No. 49: (Sectlon 13. 1) There appear to be’ mconsrstencres in the titles. and functrons of
personnel. .
-Path Forward No. 49a: Be consistent in termlnology, and correct Frgure 18.10 to reflect the actual -
_organization. Explain how the QAO will be afforded sufficient authorrty and freedom to identify
~ quality problems, provide solutions, stop work, and verify that solutrons have been implemented. .»
_Explarn whether the QAO is a contractor.or an SMC employee It must be clear that quahty is the
responsrbrlrty of SMC not the contractorn ‘ S : , S .
SMC Response: The requested 1nformatron is berng provrded :

" Action to be Taken: The first sentence of Section 9.3.2:4 ofthe DP will be modified to read' :
- as follows: “An individual, with a reporting line directly to SMC, will bé assigned to serve
as the Quality Assurance Officer (QAO) for the project.” The first sentence of Section 13.1
. of the DP will be modified to read as follows: “SMC will appoint a Quality ‘Assurance .
Officer (QAO) who reports. dlrectly to the corporate authorrty The QAO may be a .’
contractor or an SMC employee.” . '
The first sentence of the last paragraph of Sectlon 13.1 of the DP (after the bulleted lrst) will
be modified to read as follows: “The ultimate respons1b111ty for implementing the'elements
~of the QA Program rests with SMC, who will ensure the quality programs of principle
subcontractors are acceptable under the prov1s10ns ofthe qualrty provrsrons of thisDP.” (See
Response to RAI No. 54 below. ) " : :

Figure 18.10 will be modified to show a direct reporting line from the ‘QAO'to SMC. In
_regard to the QAO’s ability to stop work at the site, see response to RAINo. 45. The DP .

will be modified, as necessary to ensure the fitles of each key poshron areas shown in Frgure
18.10.". . N

The following paragraph will be added to the end of Section 13.1: “The technical and -

quality assurance procedures necessary for lmplementatlon of the QA Program will be
" consistent with regulatory, licensing, and the requrrements noted in this Chapter of the DP:

Specifically, SMC commits to the followrng

—



e Performlng management reviews of the QA Program on a sem1 monthly schedule

s

R : Ma1nta1n1ng control over quallty-affectlng procedures of the pr1nc1pal contractors by PR S

g ~ensur1ng SMC approvals of such procedures prior to their 1mplementatlon o

. ‘ ’Ensurlng USNRC approval of any s1gn1ﬁcant changes in the QA’ prov1s1ons of this.
. DP'is recelved before the allow1ng act1v1t1es 1nfluenced by those provisions to
: "‘proceed SRR SRR

e =Ensurmg USNRC is. notilﬂed of any changes in key personnel (see Flgure 18 10) ,‘
e ...‘~W1th1n30 daysofthechange 4 R T IR

E Rev lb of the DP that captures these comm1tments w1ll be prov1ded to the USNRC by May o

16, 2008, i B |
L 'RAI No. 50: Overall control and authorrty rests<lw1th the llcensee ' :
Path Forward No. 50a: "SMC should revise its. organlzaﬁonal structure So. that overall control and’
. authority rests with the Ilceénsee. Major delegatlons of work should be fully described and in each -

- case, organizational respons1blllt1es and, methods for ¢ontrol of the work by the appllcant should be

descrlbed 1nclud1ng how respons1blllty for delegated work is to be reta1ned and exerc1sed

SMC Response The requested lnformatlon is bemg prov1ded o 7 f
o Actlon to be Taken: The ﬁrst sentence of Sectlon 9.1 w1ll be modlﬂed to read as follows
- “SMC will maintain primary respons1b111ty for all site act1v1t1es conducted under the
" requirements of License No. SMB-743 and this DP.” The second paragraph of Section 9.1-
. “will be modified to read as follows: “Figure 18.10 shows the organizational structure of the
_project. In general SMC will delegate the 1mplementat10n ofthe DPtoa Decomm1ss1on1ng_ o
“Contractor. This streamllned arrangement serves to minimize administrative functions, :
‘keeps overhead costs to a practical miniimum, prov1des maximum flexibility for resource
* allocation; and- facilitates SMC overs1ght of all decommissioning operations. = The
\Decommlss1on1ng Contractor w1ll .as neeessary, subcontract the support and serv1ces that
do not exist within 1ts own orgamzatlon Whlle the Decommissioning . Contractor and all
‘subcontractors will maintain in- house quallty assurance and health/safety programs, SMC
wlll ensure ‘they. are - consistent with the relevant provisions of thiy DP.’ “The -
'Decommissioning Contractor wrll issue and monitor the status of all work orders associated
‘with this DP; SMC will recelved planned and periodic status reports will ¢ approve all work- ,
L orders and. Wlll approve all subcontracted serv1ces The followmg subsections contain .

‘RAT No 51: (Secﬁon 13 1) The DP refers to’ the use of a summary of the Decomm1ss1on1ngj' :
" Contractor's corporate QA pollcy rather than the’llcensee s.corporate QA Pollcy , o
Path Forward No. 51a: Pursuant to NUREG 1757, Section 17.6.2, the 11censee should subm1t a
summary of the llcensee s corporate QA pollcy ’ |
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. SMC Response The requested 1nformatlon 1s belng prov1ded

/

| 'Act1on to- be Taken Sectlon 13.2- of the DP. w1ll be modlﬁed to summarlze SMCs '

; _Corporate QA policy . as applicable to the decomm1ss1on1ng of the Newfield facility. In - -
addition, the requirement for ‘the Decommlsslonlng Contractor's. compllance ‘with” the L

relévant portions of SMC's QA’ pollcy wlll be captured in appllcable portions of Section §
13, 2. Rev. Ib of the DP that captures this comm1tment w1ll be prov1ded to the USNRC by'
» May 16, 2008 , e

. RAI No 52 (Sect1on 13 2 ) The DPis. 1ncons1stent w1th NRC’s pollcles in. stat1ng that the Qua11ty
* Assurance Program Plan (QAPP) wlll be prov1ded to the' NRC for review and acceptance , .
. Path Forward No. 52a: SMC should explain how it w1ll develop, implement and revise its QAPP )
* and:-demonstrate that revisions to the QAPP :wlll be made withthe same rigor as the original . . .
‘ development of the QAPP Furthermore the frequency and method of rev1slons to the QAPP should -
. be spec1ﬁed . 3

R

: SMC Response The requested 1nformatron is- be1ng prov1ded ‘
H : i

- ~Act1on t6 be Taken: Paragraph 3 of Sectlon 13 2 w1ll be deleted In regard to revisions t6

o captures these commltments w1ll be prov1ded to the USNRC by May 16 2008

‘ " -RAI No. 53: (Sectlou 13 2 3y The DP states. that the off-srte laboratory w1ll be respons1ble for R
" - assuring that all appropriate laboratory personnel are thoroughly familiar with-the QAPP. L

Path Forward No. 53a:. Shieldalloy ‘should. consider. whether to hold the" off-site laboratbry

responsible for being’ thoroughly familiar w1th Shleldalloys QAPP or use a chain-of-custody
“process. -If 'SMC. opts to. use ‘the’ chain- of- custody process 1t should be descr1bed 1nclud1ng g
- respons1b1l1t1es of the 1nd1v1duals 1nvolved T ST e ‘»; =

' sMC Response The requested deﬁnlﬁon of the off-s1te laboratory respons1bll1t1es will be
‘ provrded : . , _

Act1on to be Taken Paragraph 2 of Sectlon 13 2.3 of the DP will be rev1sed to read as
- follows:™ “The off-site laboratory will-be respons1ble for assuring that all appropriate
‘ 'laboratory personnel are. thoroughly famillar with_ its corporate quality: policy,and good
, 'laboratory pract1ces ‘that demonstrable chain of custody is maintained . from- the point of
- samplereceipttosample d1sposal is ma1nta1ned andthatall appropriate laboratory personnel -
- meet the requisite . . .”. Paragraph 3 of: Sectlon 13.2.3 of the DP will be reyised to read as
" follows: “The. off-srte laboratory- w1ll have a QA designeé who will be responsible for -
. assuring that ‘the QA/QC requlrements outllned in the contracting agreement the corporate -
' quality policy, and its assocrated _operating procedures, including’ the chain of custody

‘process; are strictly followed. The QA désignee will be responsible for review of data, and "

alerting the Project Manager of the. need;for corrective action (when- necessary) “The QA :
. ,deslgnee w1ll also be respons1ble for prepar1ng prOJect spec1ﬁc QA/QC plans as necessary

w o
e

L X B . E N .
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the QAPP, see Action to be Taken in Response to RAI.No. 48. Rev. 1b of the DP that -, . )



Rev 1b of the DP that captures th1s comm1tment w1ll be prov1ded to the USNRC by May
16, 2008. o : . N

RAI No. 54: (Section 13.4) The DP discusses co'ntrol of Measuring'an'd Test Equipmeut but does

notprovide a summary ofMeasur1ng and Test Equ1pment that will be used dur1ng decomm1ss1on1ng -

act1v1t1es .

. Path Forward No. 54a The descr1pt1on of the ‘test-and-measurement equ1pment QA program
“should include: a: summary of the test and measurement equipment used in" the program;. a
description of how and at what frequency the equ1pment will be calibrated; a descr1pt1on of the daily
calibration checks that will be performed on each piece of test or measurement equipment; and a

.description of the documentation that will be ma1nta1ned to’ demonstrate that only properly calibrated -

and ma1nta1ned equ1pment was used dur1ng the decomm1ss1on1ng

- SMC Response:‘ The requested.informationfis being provided.'q ' o

Action to be Taken Section 13:4 ofthe DP will be mod1ﬁed to read as follows: “A variety
~of radiation .measurement equipment' will be used - -during the’ performance of

decommissioning activities and the final status survey. These will include exposure rate

instruments, dose rate 1nstruments dose/exposure1ntegrat1ng devices, contamination survey ©

instruments, analytical instruments (i.e., smear counters), field- ready spectrometers and
ancillary devices (e g., data loggers geolocat1on devices, etc. )

B “‘Procedures for cal1brat1on ma1ntenance accountab1l1ty, operation and qual1ty control of -

radiation detection instruments 1mplement the guidelines established in American National
Standard- Institute (ANSI) standard ANSI.N323-1978 and ANSI N42.17A- 19891112
Although maintenance procedures may vary depend1ng on the specific instrument type, the

_information and use l1m1tat1ons prov1ded by the vendor of” the 1nstrument type w1ll be

followed »

' “Instruments will be. cal1brated at least annually or more frequently if so recommended by

_ the vendor. (Cable and battery changes may not necessitate re-calibration, depending upon

“whether such action induces response changes.) Each ratemeter w1ll be cal1brated with a
specific detector des1gnated by the detector serial number.” R x

'4‘1

“A contractor will prov1de cal1brat1on services us1ng radiation sources Wh1ch are traceable '

to the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST). "Instriments shall be
* calibrated according to the guidelines of ANSI-N323, "Radiation Protection Instrumentation
Testand Calibration", ANSI/NCSL 7540, Calibration Laboratories and Measuring and Test

n Amerlcan Natronal Standards Institute, Radratron Protection lnstrumentatron and Cahbratron ANSI N323 l978
September, 1977. :

..,
»

12 Amerrcan Natronal Standards lnstrtute Performance Specrﬁcatlons for Health Physrcs Instrumentation - Portable

'
4

lnstrumentatlon for Use in Normal Environmental Condltlons ANSI N42.17A-1989, November, 1988.

2

JR———



Equ1pment—General Requ1rements” and/orthe ISO/IEC 17025 1999 General Requ1rements

for the Competence ofi Testing and Cal1brat1on Laboratories, with the -Certificate of
. Calibration ching the appl1cable standard used, and cert1fy1ng that rad1ation sources are
' traceable to NIST A : . -

. “Calibration schedules w1ll be staggered to ma1nta1n at least two (2) cal1brated instrument
ofieach type (i.e., exposure rate. 1nstrument dose rate instrument, direct contaminationv
instrument, smear counter) at the site for- the durat1on ofithe work effort. A copy ofvall
‘calibrat1on certificates w1ll be ma1nta1ned at the site and w1ll be ava1lable for rev1ew during .
regulatory 1nspect1ons : L

: “Each instrument will‘be labeled with a unique identifier (e.g., serial number ofidetector and - -
rate meter) to enable traceability to surveys and records. Prior to each use, or daily. when
kept in use, each instrument shall be checked for the follow1ng, as applicable: battery‘
function, high voltage response to a reference source, reset button function, audible response
function, physical damage, current calibration sticker and response to background radiation.
The results.ofithe daily checks will be recorded on forms which will be maintained as part
‘ofithe project records. Instruments failing any pre- operational check w1ll be taken out ofi
service, segregated from other 1nstruments tagged as "out ofiservice", and repaired and
calibrated pr1or to use.’ L s

Rev 1b of: the DP that captures th1s comnutnient w1ll be prov1ded to the USNRC by: May
16, 2008

RAI No. 55: (Sect1on 14) Submiit final status survey plan
" Path Forward'No. 55a( The licensee should submit the FSSP.

SMC Response: The requested information is being pr'o'vided. o

‘Action to be Taken: A Final Status Survey Plan Wlll be prepared pursuant to the guidance
found in NUREG-1575, MARSSIM. Section: 14.3 ofithe DP will be revised significantly to
remove the design considerations present inRev. 1, and instead reference a stand-alone Final
- Status Survey Plan, to be included asan Appendix.to the’DP. Rev. 1b ofithe DP that
captures this'commitment-will.be provided to the USNRC by May 16, 2008.

RAI No. 56: (Sect1on 14) Just1fy the approach for determ1nations of rarea class1f1cat1on for final
status surveys.- g
Path Forward No. 56a: The l1censee should either prov1de add1t1onal Justificat1on for its approach -
to determ1n1ng area classifications, or should consider nlod1fy1ng the approach. The licensee should
use all available information (1nclud1ng historical and current radiological 1nforn1ation) to determine
area class1f1cafions '

SMC Response Historical 1nformat1on was used to. prepare F1gure 18 11 ofithe DP, which:
~ shows Area Class1f1cat1ons That flgure outl1nes the Class I and Class 2-areas, and states
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that the remainder of the site is designated Class 3. The basis for designating areas as Class -
3inRev. 1 of the DP was historical information, and characterization data from ENSR 1991
. and ORAU 1988. As noted in Sectron 14.3.4 of the DP, “Class 3 areas are expected to-
contain levels of residual radioactivity at a small fraction ‘of the DCGL: based on site
operating history- and previous radiation - ‘surveys.” Since preparation. of Figure 18.11,
however, SMC has concluded that the “footprint” of some of the Class 1 and Class 2 areas
~should be expanded in light of historical usage information (i.e., outside areas that were used
 as transportation paths to the Storage Yard that were formerly desrgnated Class 3 should be '
re-classrtred) :

Actron to be Taken Because the DCGL’s for the unrestrrcted portion of the pr0perty (based
on an industrial worker scenario) are bemg revised, and because addhional survey and
sampling information is forthcoming (see Actron to be Taken in response to RAI No. 7, 9.
“and 10), all of the area classitications wrll be reevaluated in accordance wrth MARSSIM
guidance. The Final Status Survey Plan, to be referenced in Chapter 14 of the DP, will
include a table that identifies preliminary-individual Survey Units for each Survey Area
Classification that will be limited by the area limits described in MARSSIM as follows:

Classification . o v - - Maximum Survey Unit Size -

‘ Outside Aréas

CClass1 ‘ 2,000 m*

 Class2 - ¢ O 2,000 - 10,000 m?
Class 3. , . o : no limit

Buildings and Structures

Class 1 o oo ; - . 100 m? floor area
* Class 2 ' e 100 - 1,000 m?
Class 3 S : no limit

Included as well will be survey unit size limitatio‘ns' the approximate area for each

preliminary survey unit, and a commrtment to te-classify survey units to more conservative . -

. classifications if the final status survey data indicates residual radroactrvrty in excess of the
. levels anticipated in the preparatron of the final status survey plan. Rev. 1b of the DP that’
captures these commltments will be provrded to the USNRC by May 16, 2008.

RAI No. 57:" (Section 14) Provrde Justrﬂcatron for statements about adequacy of characterrzatron .
Path Forward No. 57a: Ifthe licensee is relymg on statements or conclusions about the adequacy
of characterization efforts, it should support those statements by explaining how and when these
areas were characterized and why that was sufficient. If, instead, the licensee plans' further.

characterization of certain areas prior to the Fmal Status Survey (FSS) then the lrcensee should |

indicate, thrs . o
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SMC Response The 1991 site characterlzatlon resuhs from ENSR give analytical results
for 29 sample points to the north'ofithe property line and north ofithe Storage Yard. These
data are sufficient to characterize the radlologrcal status of that location. The area will
nonetheless be included in the Final Status Survey because ofithe potential for impact from

_the licensed operations over the years.” Onee the DCGL for unrestricted release is fully
developed, the area outside of the Storage Yard, on the north boundary, will be compared _
to that value and then class1ﬁed as either Class I, Class 2 or Class 3 for the Final Status -

. "Survey ' '

The area outside the property line and ‘along the Hudson Branch watershed will also be
classified as Class I, Class 2, or Class 3 based on unrestricted use DCGLs for soil, the data
acquired by ENSR in 1991 and additional data that will be collected durlng the December
2007 sampllng campaign.. : ‘
Action. to be Taken: Section: 14 1 w1ll be revised to include the fndlngs of the
~ supplemental measurement/sampling efforts to be performed in response to RAI No. 9, 10
--and those that pertain to the material to be consolidated under the engineered barrier. In
-addhion; Section 14.1:6 will be expanded to further explain why SMC considers the

_characterization surveys to be adequa'te for demonstrating that significant quantities of ' o

residual radioactivity have not gone undetected. For those areas that were not surveyed, a

discussion as to why they were not and what the path forward will be will be included. Rev.

~ 1bofithe DP that captures these commltments w1ll be prov1ded to the USNRC by May 16
- 2008. . r _ , '

RAI No. 58: (Section 14) Provide complete plans for final status surveys of buildings.
Path Forward No. 58a: The licensee should provide a FSS Plan that addresses building surface
'surveys The licensee should Justlfy adequacy of the MDCs relat1ve to the DCGLs for bu11d1ng
surfaces : :
SMC Response Secfion 14.3 of the DP w1ll be revised to 1nclude detail about ﬁnal status -
surveys of: building.surfaces.. Survey unit sizes for building surfaces will be described in
Section 14.3.6 as indicated in the response for RAI 56. Addhional sections will be added
, to DP section 14.3 to describe final status- surveys of bu1ld1ng surfaces

’ ' Site specrﬁc DCGLs will be developed for building surfaces based on an 1ndustr1al worker
~ scenario. The values presented in Table.17.11 are based on a residential scenario; and are-

. - ‘ ‘
B The sample results show actrvrty concentratlons ranglng from background to shghtly above for Th 232, U-238 and
Ra-226 : :
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-consrdered to be too restrictive. The values in Table 17.11 w1ll be replaced with DCGLs

. -'from a site-specific model for an mdustrlal worker

The MDCs for scans ofisurfaces, shown in Table 17. 12 ofithe DP will be reevaluated using
guidance from NUREG-1507, Mzmmum Detectable Concentrations with Typical Radiation
- Survey Instruments for Various Contaminants and Field Conditions; 1998. Ifthe scan MDC
~ is unable to see DCGL then the, number of: measurements within' the survey unit will be
increased using -guidance from MARSSIM section 5.5.2.4. "This will be described in the
Final Status Survey Plan that will be included as an Appendlx to Rev lb of: the DP and
' submltted to the USNRC by May 16, 2008. :

. Action-to be Taken: ‘(l) Section‘ 14.3 ofi the.DP will be revised significantly to only -
reference a stand-alone Final Status Survey Plan, which will be'included as an Appendix to
the DP. (2) Site-specific building surface DCGLs will be developed for the industrial worker

- scenario; these building surface DCGLs will replace the screening DCGLs that are currently
" in Table 17.11-ofithe DP. (3) Table 17.11 will be revised based on guidance contained in

. NUREG-1507. (4) The Final Status Survey Plan-will mclude prov1slons for building surface -
surveys ' '

RAI No. 59 (Sectlon 14) Clarlfy the appllcablllty of the proposed cr1ter|a for release of: materrals_
and equipment.

Path Forward No. 59a: The llcensee should clarlfy that the crheria will only be applied to
surface- contammated materials. Ifi the llcensee intends .to release materials or equipment that
,becomes volumetrlcally contammated the llcensee should describe and JUStlfy criteria‘to be used ‘

SMC Response The requested mformatlon is bemg provrded

»'Actlon fo-be Taken: The first paragraph of: Sectlon 14.2. 1 will be modified to read as
follows “Release surveys for materials and- equipment that may become surface-
- contarinated during decommissioning- will be performed using portable radiation survey
" instruments. Since it will not be posslble to distinguish between radioactivity from thorium ‘
or uranium using portable instruments, SMC will use the inore restrictive levels for thorium
in Table 1 of: ANSI/HPS N13.12-1999, “Surface and Volume Radioacfivity Standards for
Clearance” as the acceptable surface contamination level-for- release ofithe object. The
thorium and uranium release criteria are 600 arid 6,000 dpm/100 cm?, respectively. Itemsthat
may be volumetrically contaminated must meet the volume screening criterion for thorium
(i.e., 3 pCi/g) in Table 1 ofithe ANSI Standard.” Rev. 1b ofithe DP that captures this
commltment will be prov1ded to the USNRC by May 16, 2008 .

4

" Federal Regrster, Vol 63.No.222, Wednesday,November 18,1998 pages 64132through 64134, recogmzed that the

screening values from NUREG-5512, Vol. 3, Table 5.19, for alpha emitting radionuclides, were too restrictive and

therefore did not publish them in the Table 1 ofithis FR notlce and they were subsequently not published in NUREG-

1757, The FR notice further recommends that licensees are encouraged to use, site-specific dose assessments based on
" actual site condrtrons : ' : :
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RAINo. 60: (Sectron 15) Update the cost estrmate for decommrss1on1ng and the amount of fund1ng
_necessary for the long-term control and maintenance fund.

Path Forward No. 60a To the extent that costs. to meét the condrtrons of the LTC l1cense may
;change1n

response to the RAls transmrtted here update the cost estrmate for decomm1ss1on1ng and the amount

. of funding necessary for the long- -term control and mamtenance fund. The update should include -
changes that affect cost such as changes in the volume of material proposed for consohdation in the .
cell, changes in cap construction, and changes in long term monitoring and marntenance

SMC Response: The requested imformatron is berng provrded. _—

" Action to be Taken The cost estrmates wrll be revised based on changes rncorporated 1nto
the DP in response to these RAls: Rev. 1b of the DP that captures this commitmernt will be
, prov1ded to the USNRC by May 16, 2008. ’

' RAI No 61: (Sectron 16.3.1) Update the . status of the State s response regard1ng the State
government role in providing adurable institutional control or independent third party arrangement.
Path Forward No. 61a: SMC should revise Sectron 16.3.1 of the DP (Rev. 1) to descr1be the status -

‘ofits réquest and indicate that it will continue to propose the LTC license option based on the record
summarized above that indicates the State of New Jersey is likely to reject a ‘role. However, SMC

~should continue its communications with the State and provide NRC with the State's response when

- . itis received. The DP should also explam that the State's response is not part of the 1nh1al eligibility
requ1rement for restricted use under 10 CF R =

' SMC Response: The requested mformatron is bemg provrded

- -Act1on to be Taken: Attachment 11 contams copies of the communications between the
State and SMC. Section 16.3.1 will be moditied to include the updated information on those
communications and indicate that SMC-will ¢continue to propose the LTC license option.
Asdocumented in Attachment 1 1, the State of New Jersey will not evaluate assuming a role
in providing a durable institutional controls unless SMC provides proprietary financial
information that is irrelevant to the potentral role of the State in providing.institutional

’ controls The NJDEP letter of October 1,2007 states that NJ intends not to respond to any
more correspondence from SMC on th1s isubject. Rev: lb of the DP that captures this
commitment will be provrded to the USNRC by May 16, 2008.

" RAI No 62; (Sectron 16 3.1) Clarify the basrs for not selectmg a local government role w1th'
durable institutional control or mdependent third party arrangements.

Path Forward No. 62a: Revise Section, 16 3. l of the DP (Rev. 1) to reflect the drscuss1on above :
and correct the record o . - » . o ;

SMC Response: The requested rnformatron is berng provrded however the request pertalns
" to Sectron 16.2 and not 16.3.1.
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- Actron to be Taken: A new second to- last paragraph in Sect1on 16.2 will be added- to read '
‘as follows: "In Rev. 0 of the DP, SMC proposed reta1n1ng title to the Newfield property

until such time as all remaining piant operations cease, at which time, thle would be turned

'over to the Borough.of Newfield, along with sufficient funds to insure the property's
perpetual"care'. However, pursuant to the USNRC's guidance on using a risk-informed
graded approach for selecting institutional controls, State or Federal control would be .
~_.considered more appropriate, the proposed plan to transfer of the properfy to the Borough

were abandoned." Rev. 1b of the DP that captures this commitment will be provided to the
.USNRC by May 16, 2008 B S . , &

RAI No. 63: (Sectron 16. 3 1) Correct the drscussmn in the DP that NRC has agreed to issue the
LTC license as part of the overall approval of the'DP.

Path Forward No. 63a: Revise the statement in Section 16.3.1. to be consistent with Section 8 5 A‘ ’

and the NRC guidance on the LTC lr_cense as summarized above.

SMC Response' The requested information is being provided -
' Actron to be Taken: The first paragraph of Section 16.3.1 will be mod1ﬁed to read as
*follows: "The primary means of ensuring institutional control over the restricted area of the
decommissioned Newfield site will be perpetual USNRC oversight in accordance with the |
_provisions outlined herein. The form of control-will be set forth in an amendment of License -
" No. - SMB-743 after completron and regulatory approval of decommrssron1ng act1v1t1es
Under the terms of the LTC license, SMC will be legally required to remain in compl1ance
with the conditions of the license and, as with any licensee, take the necessary corrective -
actions if they are not in compliance." Reév. Lb ofthe DP that- captures this comm1tment will
be provrded to the USNRC by May 16, 2008

. RAI No 64: (Sect1on 16 3.1 Correct the statements regardmg NRC terminating the LTC license.
Path Forward No. 64a: Section16.3.1 should be revised as follows: "Under the LTC license, SMC
- would be: legally required to remain in complrance with the conditions of the license and, as with
any licensee, take the necessary corrective actions ifthey are not in compliance." Furthermore, NRC
- could take a varrety of actrons 1nclud1ng enforcen1ent to’ cotrect compliance problems ’

SMC Response The requested 1nformatron is berng prov1ded

Act1on to-be Taken: See Action to be ‘Taken in response to RAI No. 63.

RAI No. 65 (Sectlon 16.3.1).Clarify the purpose of the proposed deed notice. '
Path Forward No. 65a: SMC has two options. First, Section 16.3.1 could be revised to d1scuss the

purpose of the deed notice as described above afid in NRC's g111dance (note that footnote 97 'of -
Section 5.3 provides a better discussion-of the deed noticé and LTC license than Section 16.3. 1)

. Second, SMC could describe why it believes the- deed notice is a- legally enforceablé institutional
- control that can restrrct future srte use, in addrtron to srmply 1nform1ng future owners of NRC sLTC

license. .
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"SMC Response The requested actron wrll be taken (i e, the DP w1ll be- modrﬁed in
accordance with the fi rst option outlined i ln the RAI)

Action to be Taken: The third paragraph of Sectron 16.3. 1 will be modified to read as -
follows: “In-addition; SMC will, document the restrictions established ifi. the LTC license
in the formi of a legal document recognized by and recorded with Gloucester County. - The
contents of the deed notice will be prepared and submitted for USNRC approval as part of -
the final decommlssronlng and final status survey report (see Section 14.3. 15). Once filed, .
it will also serve to alertany future owners ofithe restricted area that the property brings with
itall of the obligations of License No. SMB-743, and that they must establish, re-record and
maintain a deed notice, to be approved by the USNRC, as a condhion of the license.” Rev. .

" 1b of the DP that captures this commitinent wrll be provided to. the USNRC by May 16, _' -
2008 :

RAI No. 66: (Secfion 16.3.1) Identification of institutional controls and their role in compliance. =
Path Forward No. 66a: Clarrfy the discussion in Section 16.3.1 to 1ndrcate the exrstrng institutional -
controls and their role, ifiany; in demonstratrng complrance

~ SMC Response: Seeresponse to RAI No.13 regardrng the use of non-residential soil clean- .

- up criteria to form the basis for the CERCLA remedial action evaluafions and the
institutional controls and assocrated NJDEP regulatory requirements for mon1tor1ng their
implementation in the future. With respect to the natural resource restoration requrrements
that require much of the site to. be replanted with trees, NJDEP's approval of the Natural
Resource Restoration Plan (NRRP) requrred that the restoration area be placed under a:
conservatron easement documented wrthln a deed restrlcf ion. . ; ;

Action to be.Taken: Section 16.3. 1 will be revised as follows to reﬂect the 1nst1tutronal
" controls described above and their role'in demonstratrng compliance: "In addition to the
institutional controls described above, other institutional controls will be established under »
anatural resources damage settlement and it is ant1c1pated that institutional controls will be
established under CERCLA remedial acfi ions at the facility. The natiiral resource restoration
requirements applicable to 9.65 acres of the Newfeld facility (outside-of the limits of the -
Storage Yard), will necessitate the plariting and maintenance of ‘'upland tree areas, a

requrrement that will help preverit future development of the planted areas. In addition, all -

CERCLA soil remedial.analyses conducted for the SMC facility to date have been based on
the use of non-residential soil cleanup criteria in combination with insthutional controls to
prevent future residential site use, in keeping with New Jersey sité remediation regulations.
~ Therefore, it is fully expected that once CERCLA soil remediation activities are complete,

residential use of the site will be precluded by institutional controls will be implemented in a

accordance whh NJAC 7:26E-8: The requirements for institutional controls established at
NJAC 7:26E-8 include continued mon 1tor1ng of future land use and the submittal ofbrennral"
reports certifying that the institutional control(s) are being maintained in a manner that is
“protective of human health." Rev. 1b of the DP that captures th1s commltment will be
prov1ded to the USNRC by May 16, 2008.
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RAINo. 67 Sectlon 16 3. 1) The d1scuss1on of proh1b1ted and perm1tted uses of the restr1cted area,' .
is scattered and unclear.” - R

‘PathForward No. 67a: -Section 16:3.1 should be rev1sed to prov1de one clear and comprehens1ve SO

discussion of; both. proh1b1ted and perm1tted uses Based- on the risk insights from dose assessments
and analyses ofhuman processes that could d1srupt the performance of the engineered barrier. It
should-be clear that both prohibited and perm1tted uses'should.eventually besincorporated into the
LTC license, LTC Plan, and be provided ‘for 1nformat1on in the deed notice. For permitted uses, the
‘licensee should referérice dose assessment results asa bas1s for demonstrating that the hours per year

that workers would need for 1nspect1on and malntenance will be safe and thus permitted. These .
results could also be used for concluding’ that 1nspect1ons by others ‘such as NRC or the State w111 E .

'also be safe and therefore permitted. . -:«‘r L

.‘:;.

SMC Response The requested 1nformat1on is be1ng prov1ded

o Act1on to be Taken The second paragraph ofi Sect1on 16. 3 1 w1ll be modified to read as <

follows: "The purpose ofithe LTC license:is to’ prov1de the'legally enforceable and durable -

. institutional controls requ1red by 10 CFR 20 1403(b) to ensure the long-term protection of
* the public health; safety, and the|,env1ronment The conditions incorporated into the LTC

- license would spec1fy the necessary-controls to limit site access and land use that the licensee

- must monitor and maintain and that the USNRC Would inspect and enforce 1f necessary
These would 1nclude the follow1ng oo

,6' .
t

. AProh1b1t1ons on agr1cultural res1dent1al and 1ndustr1al act1v1t1es W1th1n the restr1cted o
' area Sl ;.;J_ A . . S
e Proh1b1t1ons on demoht1on excavat1on d1gg1ng, dr1ll1ng or: any other act1v1ty that

~ might result in the removal or breach of the eng1neered ‘barrier; -

5
tog

. Proh1b1trons on the d1sturbance of so11 ground or groundwater w1th1n the restr1cted ’
- .area 4 - : :
“ . Proh1b1t1ons on the use or removal of soil, ground or groundwater from the restr1cted
. area. : :

l
4

: ’_The LTC 11cense would also spec1fy other requ1red long-term control act1v1t1es to be o
g conducted by SMC. These Would 1nclude the follow1ng

¢

e 'Fence ma1n‘tenance' B (‘
< Warn1ng sign 1 ma1ntenance : ~€-j-;,.' R oo T "
s Planned and pe1lod1c 1nspect1ons of the restr1cted area and the eng1neered barr1er for

settlement eros1on or other breaches ' N P o !

3

L
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. Routine and adverse-event monitoring of the ambient radiation environment;

. o Adverse eye'nt surveillance;
o * . ;?Visitor access log‘s;‘ -
. '~l’lanned and periodlc audits of the long-term colntrol program' and
' . Air and/or groundwater monltorlng'{ tobe undertaken only in response toa s1gn1ﬁcant .

. breach of the englneered barrler

“ Rev. Ib ofthe DP that captures this cornmltment w1ll be prov1ded to the USNRC by May' '

16, 2008,

' RAI No. 68: (Sect1on 16.3. 2) Clarify the use of barr1cades to restrict access to the restricted area.

Path Forward No. 68a: Further discuss the purpose, extent,.and method proposed for barr1cad1ng
the restricted area, including the roads. If major excavation that requires.use of heavy equipment is
considered an adverse disruptive human process the design of the. englneered barriers should
discourage the potential for future.excavation ofithe cover with heavy equipment.-Describe the

barricade materials'such as very large sized durable rock that may be. low malntenance and not need .

’ replacement or concrete that could need maintenance and replacement A S b

.SMC Response Barrlcades are not requlred and w1ll not be lnstalled on any ofthe access

roads to the restrlcted area.

Action to be Taken: The last item in the second bulleted list in Secti,on"l'6v.4_ will be, "

modified to read‘as follows: “SMC will maintain all roads that surround or approach the
. restricted area.”- Rev."1b of the DP.that captures this commrtment will be prov1ded to the
‘USNRC by May 16 2008 .

RAI No 69 (Sectlon 16.4) Long -term monltorlng plans in Sectlon 16. 4 are lncomplete and no

risk-informed basis is given.

- Path Forward No. 69a: Reevaluate the monltorlng activities in the DP using the process described
" aboveand inNRC's decommrssronlng guidance. Revise'the discussion of monitoring activities based -
on this evaluation, and describe the basis for the monitoring identified. Cons1der long- term . -

monitoring of: groundwater contamination; slag and baghouse weatherlng and leachlng, settlement
of'the cover and disruption of the shielding and erosion cover. The LTC plan that would eventually
be proposed after decommissioning activities are completed should identify the detailed procedures.

‘Revise the cost estimates in Section 15.1 of the DP: (Rev. 1) to reﬂect the rev1sed long- term - '{ :

mon1tor1ng plan as described in the DP (Rev [).

SMC Response: lf lnstltutlonal controls should fail at the Newﬁeld site, under even the

most conservative use scenarios, the dose potential to meinbers of the public is well- below

- the 100 millirem” TEDE limit - establlsheduln 10 ‘CFR-20.1403. Therefore; after



implementation of the DP, the site would ordinarily be considered “low risk”, which would

~ require the implementation of legally- -enforceable institutional controls only However, .
USNRC guidance states that certain sites regardless of the dose potential (i.e., those where
the half-life of the residual radioactivity is greater than 100 years), are to be classified as
“high risk™, which mandates more reliable or sustainable protection be maintained over the '
time period of i 1nterest

The relevant dose pathway, even ‘under the mdst extreme scenarios, is the extemal exposure,
pathway. The effective control of releases via the external exposure pathway is through the
engineered barrier.- The only disruptive process that could lead to non-compliance with the
applicable dose criteria would be the removal of the barrier. Thus, the only monitoring
activities that would be necessary would' be those required to 1dent1fy such a disruptive

process: radiation monitoring around the perimeter of the restricted area and inspectionand

surveillance of the barrier during routine patrols and after potentially s1gn1ﬁcant events (e. g o
s1gn1f icant stofins, 1ntruder act1v1ty, etc.). o :

In regard to the USNRC s request to consider lorig-term monitoring of the groundwater, dose
modeling indicatés that, even aftei hundreds ofyears, ground water impacts would not occur.

(This assessment-is confirmed by the fact that the materials in the Storage Yard have been . -

located there, uncovered, for over 50 years:with no impact on the groundwater:) In light of
the long transh time from the contaminated zone'to the groundwater, a groundwater :
monitoring program would not be capable of identifying cap disruption in as timely a fashion
as the radiation ‘monitoring and surveillance programs that will be requ1red by the LTC
license. »

In regard to the request to consider monitoring of slag and baghouse dust weathering and

leaching, because the inaterials beneath the engineered barrier will be covered by layers of -

sand, clay, and rock, weathering could.not be observed without removal of all or a portion

of the cap, the results of which would be noted dur1ng routine radiation monitoring and,
- surveillance. :

In regard to the request to consider monitoring of cover settiement and,er0sion, the hature:
of the underlying materials and the robust design of the engineer barrier should preclude
such disruption; should it occur, the most timely means ofidentifying it is during routine
radiation monitoring and surveillance and 1nspections ofthe barrier.

~ The monitoring activhies outlined in Section 16.3 of the DP (i e:, periodic in.spections'
adverse event surveillance and pass1ve/act1ve radiation monitoring) are the most appropriate

means of idenfifying d1sruptions such as cover settlement and erosion of the cap, since cap -~

--breaches are the only disruption w1th the potential to increase radiation exposire: potentials N
“significantly above background SMC maintains that this approach is sound and no further
action is required : .

13.U. 8. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, NU\REG-1757A, Vol. 1, Rev. 2, Appendix M. Section M.2.
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Actlon to be Taken See Actlon to be Taken in response to RAI No 67.

~ RAI No. 70 (Sectlon 16 4) Long ~term mamtenance plans in Sectlon 16. 4 are 1ncomplete and no
. risk-informed basis is g1ven ) : ~ . i

Path Forward No. 70a: Reevaluate the mamtenance activhies in- the DP using the process .

described above and in NRC's decommlss1on1ng gu1dance Revise the. maintenance activhies based
on this evaluation, "and describe the basis for,the maintenance identified. Consider Iong-term

maintenance of the following actions: cover- settlement d1sruptlon of the shielding and eros1on ,

- cover, and the duration of mamtenance

SMC Response See Response to RAI No 69.

Action to be Taken: Sectlon 8. 3 of the PP w111 be rev1sed to reﬂect the reevaluatlon of .
maintenance activities based on the analysis described in response to RAI No. 23. Rev. Ib
- ‘of the DP that captures th1s commltment w1ll be provided to the USNRC by May 16, 2008

- Path Forward No. 70b Revise the cost estlmates 1n Sectlon 15 1 ofthe DP (Rev 1) for the rev1sed >

long-term malntenance plans SR

.SMC Response: The requested ji’nfo'rmation visbelng provided.

- . ‘ .- -‘ .’ . ’ : . B ; . - ‘ - '
Action to be Taken: The cost estimates in Section 15.1 of the DP will be revised
accordingly to reflect the reevaluation of maintenance activities presented in Section 8.3 of

the DP. Rev. 1b of the DP that captures thls commltment will be prov1ded to the USNRC ‘

by May 16,2008,

Path Forward No. 70c Add & d1scuss1on of the robust design of the erosion barrier and how the N

: des1gn provides the basis for no ongomg act1ve mamtenance or perlodlc repa1r

SMC Res ponse - The erosion barrler components ofthe eng1neered barrler presented in Rev.

" 1a of the DP will remain largely unchanged in the. fme-tuned engineered barrier design to .

‘be presented in'Rev. 1b of the DP. The erosion-barrier components have been-designed:in
“accordance with NUREG-1757¢and NUREG-1623; Design of Erosion Protection for

4 Long -Term Stablhzatlon NUREG- 1623 provides methods, guidelines and procedures to
. be used for designing long-term protection with-respect to. erosion, with the following
specific objectives: 1) preventingradioactive releases due to erosion; 2) prov1d1ng long-term

- stabillty; 3) designing for minimal maintenance; and 4) meeting radon release limits. The
guidance requires that a barrier be designed to resist severe localized rainfall events ahd
large floods on nearby streams.. The engineering barrier described in the DP has been,

designed to meet the flooding and erosion protection criteria of NUREG- 1623 using the‘

_Probable Maximum Preclpltatlon (PMP)‘as the des1gn ralnfall event and the Probable
' Max1mum Flood (PMF) as the des1gn ﬂood s
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The design of the. layer of rock to be installed over the top and sides of the barr1er in
accordance with the guidelines of NUREG-1623 ensures that the engineered barrier meets:
cover design option 3 (soil covers totally protected by a layer of rock riprap on both the top
and side slopes) as defined in NUREG-1623. NUREG-1623 states that "The preferred -

. options to design a cover system are Options i; 2, and 3; such designs will be stable and will

be effective for a 1,000 year period." As descr1bed in the response to RAI 19, the stone

materials to be used on'the surface of the barrier will be selected. and sized to ineet the'
durability requirements of; NUREG-1623 and NUREG-1757,.and constructlon specifications

and QA/QC procedures will be provided in accordance with NUREG-1623 guidance that
will ensure the quality and proper placement of the riprap., Petrographic analyses and

available publlshed data will be used to determine the absence or presence of heterogeneltles

that could irmpact the potential degradation of the rock. NUREG-1623 notes that following

the NUREG-1623 methodology "will provide reasonable assurance of the effectlveness of
the rock over the design lifetime of the pl‘O_]eCt :

Action to be Taken By documentlng the deslgn ofthe engineered barrier in accordance ’
with NUREG-1623 and NUREG-1757. (as described above) in Section 8.3 and associated :
appendices of the DP(Rev. 1b), the robustness of the erosion barrier will be demonstrated
and the lack of required malntenance with respect to erosionjustified. Rev. Ibofthe DP that
_captures this commltment w1ll be provided to'the USNRC by May 16, 2008

- RAI No 71: (Sectlon 16) An opportunlty should be prov1ded for continued SSAB meetlngs to
inform the SSAB of changes that might result from the NRC RAls. -
. Path Forward No. 71a: As a follow-on to NRC issue No. 18.and as a matter of good pract1ce
SMC should determine if there is interest in future SSAB ‘meetings to keep the SSAB informed.
. SMC could discuss the NRC RAls related to the:four questions and its responses. SMC and the
" SSAB may also want to dlSCUSS other top1cs for general 1nformatlon and background for the four
' questlons o : . . -

: SMC Response (a) The regulatlons in 10 CFR §20. l403(d) require that the advice of
individuals and institutions in the: communlty who may be affected by the decommissionirig
be sought on four specific questions and 1ncorporated into the DP, as appropriate, following ~
analysis of that advice. The SSAB was. establlshed by SMC for that purpose and input from
SSAB members was elicited on- the four questlons required by NRC regulations..-Public
input was considered prior to preparation of the DP. Therefore the SSAB has served its
‘purpose and its mission is complete. : » '

The SSAB held four meetings: At the conclusion of the fourth SSAB nieeting on September
21, 2005, the SSAB stated that there was no 1nterest in another meeting, as documented in

the transcript of the fourth SSAB, meeting (provided in Appendix 19.7 of the DP). SMC. -

believes that the SSAB process was therefore. successful in informing the communlty fully -
of SMC s plans with regard to decomm1ss1onlng of the Newfield facility and receiving
_interested parties' input with respect to those: plans.” That input and SMC's analys1s of it is
summarized in Section 16.5.4 ofithe DP. Based on these discussions with the SSAB and in -
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. ‘the 1nst1tutron of” 11cens1ng proceedlngs related to the DP, it is SMC S be11ef that further

productivediscussions with members of the'community. are unlikely pI'lOI' to the NRC's
issuance-of its safety evaluatron report and env1ronmenta1 1mpact statement (EIS).

[

(b) 10 C.F.R. Part 51 prov1des for pubhc comment on the EIS The NRC has provrded

notice of hs intent to prepare an EIS onthe DP. 71 Fed Reg. 78,232 (2006). 10 C.F. R.§§

51.73 and 74 require the NRC to d1str1bute the draft EIS and solicit comments on it. Public

review and the opportunity for ‘submitting comments on the draft EIS will provrde an

opportunity for publrc inputthat will supplement, and be broader than, convening the SSAB.
(c) FoIlowing’the subniission of the DP, NRC provided notice of the submission and a
hearing.opportunity. In response to the notice several hearing requests were submitted and
an NRC Atomic Safety and Licensing Board was established. ‘The Board has determined

- that the NJDEP has submitted an admissible contention that will potentially be the sub_|ect B

of evidentiary hearings. The hearing process w111 provide an addrtronal means for the publrc
to be 1nformed about the DP. ~

(d) SMC is committed to issuing-a revision to the DP that will clarify, where needed, certdin |
- aspects of the DP, describe additional analysis, and present additional data. Continuing the’

on-going public. information effort described in DP Section 16.5.5, SMC will make this
revision available on its website. The DP revision will serve to further inform the public and
provide an opportunity for public input consistent with the NRC guidance in NUREG- 1757

Appendix M, pages M-30 to M-31. SMC will utilize the following methods to e11c1t publrc
comments on the revised DP: . , . :

. Upon' issuing the revised DP SMC will solicit additional input on any of the four

questions set forth in 10 C.F.R. § 20.1403(d) that are significantly impacted by the

~ revised DP. Atthis time, SMC envisions sending t6 each SSAB member and making

generally available to the public.an input form, similar to that provided previously

~ (see DP, Appendrx 19.9). SMC ant1c1pates that only one of the four questions set

forth in 10 C.F.R. § 20. 1403(d) will be need to be.addressed is 10 C.F. R. §

- 20. 1403(d)(1)(1)(A) i.e., the questron deallng w1th reasonable assurance ofmeetrng
‘radiation dose criteria.

+  SMC w1ll review the pubhc input rece1ved Ifs1gn1t1cant inputis recerved SMC will

provide copies of the input and SMC's analys1s to the NRC If warranted, SMC will
also revise the DP.

‘ Meanrngful pubhc input was rece1ved via the SSAB in the process of developrng the. current,
. DP. The NRC regulations prov1de several other means for members of the public, including
the SSAB, to provide input after the DP i is tiled. Those means are currently being utrlrzed :

and will remain in place as the 11cens1ng evaluatron of the DP continues.
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" Action to be Taken: Once"R'ev lb of the DP is issued, SMC will solich add1t1onal 1nput
~ from'the public and the SSAB in regard fo the issues, raised in 10 C.F.R. § 20. 1403(d). Any- -

input received will be evaluated by SMC and that evaluat10n -with copies of the input, will
be provided to the USNRC W1th1n 60 days of rece1pt by SMC. If warranted SMC will also

: reV1se the DP

y

. RAI No. 72: (Sect1on 16.5) Prov1de a response to.the SSAB local cominunity, and other affected
parties that explains the reasons why SMC belreves it cannot select the removal alternative.
* Path Forward No. 72a: Discuss the reasons why the removal alternative-is not feasible for SMC -
and provide evidence that documents the reasons: Include a dlscussmn of obstacles to removal for
" reuse and removal for disposal, For example, if applicable, include a thorough discussion. and
evidence of insufficient funds for disposal, consrdermg all. potent1al sources of funds such as funds
available to SMC, as well as funds which some parties might assume could be available from the
.SMC holding company and disposal options, such-as partial removal of radloact1ve mater1al'
n potential disposal at fac111t1es other than EnergySolutlons

<

“SMC Response Sectlon 16.5. 4, ofthe DP summar1zed the mput rece1ved from the SSAB

in regard to the issues outlined in 10 CER 20.1403(d). ‘There were' only three (3) valid’
concerns ra1sed in regard to undue burden on the commumty from the proposed institutional

‘controls These were: o

*-  The controls would prevent development ofthe rest ofthe SMC s1te and surroundlng :
~“properties. - '
. The property should be subd1v1ded such that the unrestr1cted portlon can be used for

vother purposes. R

. Impact on property values and rateables is unknown

“In. all cases, SMC prov1ded a response that explicitly addressed each concern and prowded-

adescription of the actions to be taken in order to.address the concern, as applicable. SMC
maintains that reasons for incorporating or not incorporating guidance from the SSAB 1n_
cases.where gu1dance was actually prowded were clearly stated

SMC understands that members of the local commumty are 0pposed to the preferred
decommissioning alternative for the Newfield site, but none of the burdens or other concerns
raised by the’ SSAB, with one exception, ‘could have influenced the decision-making process.: -
SMC did agree to include in the DP a prOV1s1on for subdividing the property in the DP; such
that non-residential development of the unrestricted area would.not be hampered by the
preferred alternative. SMC also pomted out to the SSAB, both in Section 16.5. 4 of the DP
and durmg the various meetings of the group, that radlolog1cal conditions at the property

after 1mplementat1on of either ‘the LTC (long term control) optlon or’ the LT (11cense E

16 The only other issue raised was merely a statement abot the lack ofiavailable information; °
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termination) o'ption would be identical, since both-demand compliance with a 25 millirem
TEDE maximum dose limit.. Furthermore, the radiological risks associated with either
‘opfion would be indistin gu1shable from those at any other commercial or industrial property -
in Newtield. SMC knows ofino valid sc1ent1ﬁc regulatory or health drivers that could result
in decreases in property values ‘

. .Whether su‘ftlclent.fundlng is available for implementing the.LT option is irrelevant to the
selection of preferred options. The selection process was designed to ensure the option with
the lowest associated overall cost and dose/risk was the preferred option. SMC has gone

through the process and has clearly demonstrated that any opfion other than the LTC option .~
offers increased costs and risk potential. SMC‘s responses to the RAls regarding incremental ‘

removal of the material off-site demonstrates: that partial removal of the residual -
‘radioactivity does not reduce the risk potential further. The expenditure of funds to ship
- materials offisite with no associated beneﬁt to the commumty is not consistent with the
ALARA phllosophy '

Action to be Taken: None required '

RAI No. 73: (Sectlon 16) No identification or descr1pt10n ofithe total system, its elements and _
- contribution to protection was provided.,
Path Forward No. 73a: Use NRC's decommissioning guidance to prepare a descr1pt10n ofthe total . -
system of controls used to provide protection, its elements, and the purpose and contribution to
D - protection of each element. SMC should: prov1de a discussion-that could enhance the NRC staff's ‘
N : -‘understanding of its proposed alternative and help affected parties understand how SMC beheves '
l ~all the elements of their total system work together to provide susta1ned protectlon L
SMC Response The requested mformatron is be1ng prov1ded ‘
: Actlon to be Taken Section 16 1 will be mod1t1ed to read as follows “Th1s Chapter ofthe
 SMC Decommissioning Plan demonstrates that when License No. SMB-743 is terminated,

~ the requirements of 10 CER 20.1403 will have been: met. Included in this discussion is the " [

-eligibility determinafion (Section 16. 1), -discussion of institutional controls:in place to

:support this action (Section 16.2), a d1scuss1on of public involvement (Section 16.3), and a . - B

- summary of. dose modelmg and ALARA demonstrafion (Sectlon 16. 4)
Release of the Newfield facrhty for unrestrlcted use is not appropriate because the :
alternatives present greater pubhc/envrronmental harm and because the cost of achieving
unrestricted releasé’ is excessive when.compared to the cost of achieving the same dose
‘ _ objective by restricting site usejto eliminate exposure pathways. In order to impose the
\. S necessary restrictions, SMC. proposes a total system of controls that is comprlsed of the
' following elements:. : oo

.« Legally enforceablelnstltutlonal controls1n the form ofan LTC hcense 1ssued bythe ‘
USNRC (a federal agency) and the tlhng of a deed not1ce which w1ll mclude :
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festrictions on land uses. and activities, as well as prov1srons for long term
l monitoring and malntenance all of Wthh will ensure negllglble radiation’ dose
potent1als, : C

. ‘A robust.and . durable englneered barr1er that will ensure radlatlon exposures to

population groupsare indistinguishable from background exposures with all controls
Jin place and less than 100 mllllrem TEDE in the unllkely event that controls fall

R 12

. Monltorlng in- the form of passrve and actlve rad1atlon survelllance routme patrols

- and inspections in order to’ track the’ contlnued effectlveness ofthe engmeered barrier
~and ascertain its physlcal condltlon o :

¥

e Malntenance of the englneered barr1er access roads slgnage and vegetatlon control_ o

" in order to ensure the continued effectlveness ofi the englneered barr1er for dose
: icontrol ' v . : <
. -Independent th1rd party oversrght of SMC s act1v1t1es and commltments in the form )

ofiroutine 1nspectlons by the USNRC and .

. - Funding in the form of a trust, for the beneﬁt of the USNRC, that would "ensure

sufficient moneys for radiation surveillance, site. security and maintenance,
—englneered barrier maintenance. and repair, licensing and 1nspectlon fees annual
) reportlng, and trust fund fees and expenses in perpetu1ty '

"ii';

' All of - these elements work together to susta1n the protectlon afforded by the’- "
decommrssronlng approach outlined herein by keeping the residual radloact1v1ty contained,
ensuring the containment remains in place and effective, providing - oversight of all

commhments, and assurlng the avallablllty of fundlng for all of these things mdeﬁmtely

EN

.‘ Rev. lb of the DP that captures thls commltment will be prov1ded to the USNRC by May
16, 2008. In addhion, the minor issues and typographical errors identified by the USNRC _

on page 42 and 43 ofthe July 5, 2007 w1ll be resolved in Rev lb



